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Introduction

This article is about the question of how morpho-syntactic information impacts phonology. Its broad subject matter is thus the

morpho-syntax-phonology interface. Note that inquiry is restricted to the direction mentioned: there is also literature on how

phonology conditions morpho-syntactic computation, which is not discussed here. There are two ways for morpho-syntax to affect

phonology: by inserting an object into the linear string that is interpreted by the phonology, or by arranging the chunks that are

submitted to phonological interpretation in a specific way. The former proposes a representational, the latter a derivational

management of phonology. The derivational means of influencing phonology is implemented by inside-out interpretation (i.e., the

idea that morpho-syntactic structure is interpreted phonologically from the most to the least embedded item). This genuinely

generative device was introduced in the mid-1950s and successively known as the transformational cycle, the phonological cycle,

cyclic derivation, and finally today as derivation by phase (in syntactic quarters). On the representational side (which has been a

tradition since the 19th century), carriers of morpho-syntactic information that were inserted into the linear string have successively

incarnated as (juncture) phonemes, SPE-type boundaries (# and the like), and prosodic constituency (the Prosodic Word, etc.),

each being representative of its time. That is, carriers of morpho-syntactic information were (juncture) phonemes when phonemes

were the basic units in phonological theory, they were made segments in SPE (# was supposed to be a [-segment] segment) when

the basic phonological units were segments and finally became autosegmental domains (prosodic constituency) in the early 1980s

when all areas of phonology were autosegmentalized. Since the early 1980s, the two channels that import morpho-syntactic

information into phonology are each associated with a specific theory: Lexical Phonology is the derivational theory of the interface,

while Prosodic Phonology organizes its representational management. The question of how exactly both can or should coexist is

examined in Division of Labor Between Representational and Derivational Means of Influencing Phonology. Another question from

the 1980s that has moved up on the agenda in the current minimalist environment is whether there should be a representational

channel of communication at all: Direct Syntax approaches hold that no carriers of morpho-syntactic information are ever inserted

into phonology. Instead, phonological instructions make direct reference to morpho-syntactic structure and labels (see Direct

Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology).

General Overviews

Scheer 2011 offers a thematic, theory-by-theory, and also chronological guide through the history of the interface, written from a

journalistic point of view, focusing on cross-theory generalizations and looking at interface theories through the lens of cognitive

science (it includes an introduction for linguists to this field). The directionality that is not covered in this article (i.e., when

phonology impacts the workings of morpho-syntax) is discussed in Scheer 2011. Lehiste 1965 provides an overview of structuralist

juncture. Inside-out interpretation (cyclic derivation) and its various implementations are described by Bermúdez-Otero 2011.

Overviews of Lexical Phonology and Prosodic Phonology are available in Kaisse and Zwicky 1987 (during theory building) and

Kaisse and McMahon 2011 (post hoc) for the former, in Inkelas and Zec 1995 (during theory building) and Selkirk 2011 (post hoc)

for the latter theory.
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Bermúdez-Otero, Ricardo. 2011. Cyclicity. In The Blackwell companion to phonology. Edited by Marc van Oostendorp,

Colin Ewen, Elizabeth Hume, and Keren Rice, 2019–2048. Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

Past and present of the genuinely generative idea that interpretation of morpho-syntactic structure is inside out, written from the

point of view of a modern incarnation of Lexical Phonology (which does not take over all of the luggage of the 1980s).

Inkelas, Sharon, and Draga Zec. 1995. Syntax-phonology interface. In The handbook of phonological theory. Edited by

John Goldsmith, 535–549. Oxford: Blackwell.

State of the art of Prosodic Phonology in the mid-1990s (before OT kicked in and prosodic constituency was OTed).

Kaisse, Ellen, and April McMahon. 2011. Lexical phonology and the lexical syndrome. In The Blackwell companion to

phonology. Edited by Marc van Oostendorp, Colin Ewen, Elizabeth Hume, and Keren Rice, 2236–2257. New York: Wiley-

Blackwell.

Post-hoc overview of the Lexical Phonology enterprise, its empirical and conceptual heart as well as of modern incarnations.

Kaisse, Ellen, and Arnold Zwicky. 1987. Introduction: Syntactic influences on phonological rules. Phonology 4:3–11.

Early survey of Lexical Phonology. Sometimes early texts are not really superseded by more recent surveys, since they provide

conceptual and empirical detail that is no longer on the agenda but do give insight on how and why a theory was founded.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1965. Juncture. In Proceedings of the fifth international congress of phonetic sciences. Edited by Eberhard

Zwirner and Wolfgang Bethge, 172–200. Basel, Switzerland: Karger.

Summary of the structuralist take on the interface, written at the close of the structuralist period.

Scheer, Tobias. 2011. A guide to morphosyntax-phonology interface theories. How extra-phonological information is

treated in phonology since Trubetzkoy’s Grenzsignale. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Book-length presentation of interface theories since Trubetzkoy in chronological order, theory by theory. Based on an introduction to

cognitive science for linguists, the second part provides a thematic bundling of settled questions and those still up for debate.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 2011. The syntax-phonology interface. In The handbook of phonological theory. 2d ed. Edited by John

Goldsmith, Jason Riggle, and Alan C. L. Yu, 435–484. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

State of the art of Prosodic Phonology written from a post-hoc perspective regarding the 1980s and 1990s and presenting current

issues such as the implementation in OT. Selkirk presents her match theory of prosodic structure construction, but the challenge

raised by the minimalist phase-based environment (prosodic islands) is not discussed.

Chunk Definition and No Look-Back Devices

Before engaging into a chronological presentation of how the interface was conceived since the 1930s, two basic concepts are

introduced: chunk definition (i.e., the delineation of stretches of the linear string that are submitted to phonological computation in

one go) and no look-back devices. These impact phonology by restricting the access of computation to “old”chunks (i.e., those that

have already undergone phonological interpretation [derivational version], or to those pieces of the structure that have already been

built [representational version]). The various guises in which no look-back devices have appeared since the introduction of the

concept by Chomsky in 1973 are traced back.
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Chunk Definition

There are two ways to identify phonologically relevant chunks of the linear string (i.e., domains over which computation is

performed), representational and derivational: either a chunk-delineating object is inserted into the string, or each chunk is sent to

phonological computation individually and successively; Scheer 2012a provides an overview. The former means of chunk definition

is practised by SPE (hashmarks) and prosodic phonology (prosodic constituency), the latter incarnates as brackets in SPE, strata in

lexical phonology, and selective spell-out (see Selective Spell-Out). Today, selective spell-out is the headstone of minimalist phase

theory: only a subset of syntactic nodes triggers interpretation (phase heads), and information reaches phonology piecemeal in

successive waves (see Derivation by Phase). Note that morpheme-specific mini-phonologies (strata in Lexical Phonology) do the

same job as selective spell-out. Both are in competition, and Scheer 2012b therefore argues that it is problematic for interface

theory to accommodate both.

Scheer, Tobias. 2012a. Direct interface and one-channel translation: A non-diacritic theory of the morphosyntax-

phonology interface: A lateral theory of phonology. Vol. 2. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Provides a detailed historical overview of how phonologically relevant chunks are defined since SPE.

Scheer, Tobias. 2012b. Chunk definition in phonology: Prosodic constituency vs. phase structure. In Modules and

interfaces. Edited by Anna Bloch-Rozmej and Maria Bloch-Trojnar, 221–253. Lublin, Poland: Wydawnictwo KUL.

Argues that representational chunk definition should be dispensed with, since the modern derivational means of chunk definition,

phase theory, is able to do all the chunking labor. Also, all representational devices used (hashmarks, prosodic consituency) are

diacritics, and diacritics are ruled out in a modular environment where domain specificity requires that phonological computation

take into account only phonological vocabulary.

No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s)

Cyclic (inside-out) derivation was introduced by Chomsky, et al. 1956 and became a central piece of the generative interface

architecture in SPE (see Pre-SPE and SPE and Post-SPE). However, SPE did not feature any no look-back devices. Cyclic

spell-out alone does not necessarily impact phonology: rather than as an amorphous string, under cyclic spell-out a sentence is

sent to phonological interpretation with the marks of its cyclic structure (brackets in SPE). Phonological computation will be

influenced when reference to these marks is made. This is what no look-back devices do. Since Chomsky 1973 (cited under

Abstractness Debate) many different ways of how exactly this is achieved have been proposed. All rely on the distinction between

“old”and “new”strings (i.e., between those that have already been computed and those that have freshly come into being through

concatenation and are only about to be submitted to [phonological] computation). No look-back devices then restrict the access of

“new”computation to “old strings.”The idea that linguistic computation cannot look back to previously interpreted strings was

introduced by Chomsky 1973 (cited under Abstractness Debate) under the heading of the Strict Cycle Condition. In the context of

the early 1970s, this contributed to the attempt to marshal the generative power of the unrestricted derivational (transformational)

mechanism. Ordered transformations in syntax overgenerated as much as ordered rules did in phonology. Overgeneration was a

plague, and the antidote that generative theory engaged in was a restriction on both underlying forms (hence the advent of

lexicalism [see Abstractness Debate]) and computation (i.e., no look-back). During the 1970s, strict cyclicity was applied to

phonology by Kean 1974 and Mascaró 1976. Mascaró helped originate the term phonological cycle, which replaces the SPE-based

notion of the transformational cycle in phonological quarters. His strict cycle condition was adapted by Halle 1978 and Kiparsky

1982 in order to cover derived environment effects (cited under Derived Environment Effects). A competitive way of implementing

no look-back in lexical phonology was brackets and bracket erasure (Mohanan 1986, cited under Brackets and Bracket Erasure).

The modern (syntactic) implementation of no look-back, phase impenetrability, is discussed in Phase Impenetrability Condition

(PIC).

Chomsky, Noam, Morris Halle, and Fred Lukoff. 1956. On accent and juncture in English. In For Roman Jakobson. Essays

on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. Edited by Morris Halle, Horace Lunt, Hugh McLean, and Cornelis van

Schooneveld, 65–80. The Hague: Mouton.

In this article, cyclic derivation appears as a local and anecdotal algorithm that derives stress placement, in absence of any further
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general ambition. This is characteristic for the pre-SPE period: discussion only concerned the representational side of the interface.

Nobody had thought of the possibility that there may also be a procedural way for morpho-syntax to talk to phonology.

Kean, Mary-Louise. 1974. The strict cycle in phonology. Linguistic Inquiry 5:179–203.

Earliest application of Chomsky’s Strict Cycle Condition to phonology, by a student of Morris Halle at MIT.

Mascaró, Joan. 1976. Catalan phonology and the phonological cycle. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Like Kean 1974, the author applies Chomsky 1973, cited under Abstractness Debate SCC to phonology. The label SCC has

caused some confusion, since it is also used by Kiparsky 1982 to refer to a different device designed to describe a different set of

facts: derived environment effects (see Derived Environment Effects).

Modification-Inhibiting No Look-Back (Representational)

Parallel to derivational devices— see No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s)— a representationally oriented way to

work out no look-back was developed in the early autosegmental period of the 1980s: modification-inhibiting no look-back. The idea

was that autosegmental structure that encodes stress and syllabic generalizations (i.e., metrical and syllabic trees) are subject to

structure preservation (see Steriade 1988 on stress, Steriade 1982 on syllable structure). That is, metrical and syllable structure

that was already built on earlier cycles cannot be erased or modified. There was, therefore, a difference between structure-building

(legal) and structure-changing (illegal) processes. This idea was introduced by Prince 1985 and termed the “Free Element

Condition.”Kaye 1995 generalizes modification-inhibiting no look-back to all areas of phonology (not just syllable and metrical

structure), and its implementation is non-representational (old strings as such are concerned, rather than specific structure).

Modification-inhibiting no look-back had also a precursor in Riemsdijk 1978.

Kaye, Jonathan. 1995. Derivations and interfaces. In Frontiers of phonology. Edited by Jacques Durand and Francis

Katamba, 289–332. London and New York: Longman.

In contrast to all other analyses of affix class-based phenomena, this study uses look-back in order to achieve underapplication. In

the inner domain of [[parent] hood ], regular penultimate stress assignment produces párent. Stress (re)assignment on the outer

domain is blocked since it would undo this result (*parént-hood). Parént-al represents a single domain ([parent-al)] and therefore

receives regular penultimate stress.

Prince, Alan. 1985. Improving tree theory. In Proceedings of the 11th Annual Meeting of the Berkeley Linguistics Society.

Edited by M. Niepokuj, M. van Clay, V. Nikiforidou, and D. Feder, 471–490. Berkeley: Univ. of California.

The paper makes explicit a principle that Prince believes tacitly underlies the analysis of stress: “A stress analysis might contain

two distinct rules of foot formation [… ]. Analysts have assumed implicitly, then, that rules establishing the metrical analysis of a

domain apply only to free elements— those that are not already specified for the relevant metrical relation”(pp. 478).

Riemsdijk, Henk van. 1978. A case study in syntactic markedness. Lisse, The Netherlands: Peter de Ridder.

Chomsky 1973 (cited under Abstractness Debate) initiated a theory of movement whereby long-distance displacement is cyclic

(i.e., where items leapfrog through a number of intermediate landing sites before reaching their final location). The author proposes

that certain XPs impose specific restrictions on intermediate jumps: VP, NP, AP, PP. Today these are called phase heads, and the

effect would be ascribed to the PIC.

Steriade, Donca. 1982. Greek prosodies and the nature of syllabification. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of

Technology.

2
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Argues that “old”syllable structure that was built on a previous cycle cannot be erased or modified by computation on later cycles.

In the literature, examples typically involve suffix-prefix asymmetries: ([root-suffix)] vs. [prefix [root-suffix]]. The syllabification of the

root, then, cannot be undone or modified on the outer cycle when the prefix is added.

Steriade, Donca. 1988. Greek accent: A case for preserving structure. Linguistic Inquiry 19:271–314.

Analyzes stress in constructions with an enclitic element in Latin and Greek. The idea is that feet that were acquired on the

word-internal cycle cannot be erased when the word is computed together with the enclitic. Computational domains thus identify as

[[word] enclitic]. In order to achieve this effect, the author calls on Prince 1985 and its Free Element Condition (FEC).

The Functional Perspective Based on Trubetzkoy’s Grenzsignale

The first structuralist approach to the phonological effect of morpho-syntactic divisions is functional. Trubetzkoy 1939 holds that

Grenzsignale (demarcation signals) alert the listener in order to facilitate the parsing of the phonetic continuum. Without being

helped by phonological flags, the task of identifying morphemes would be much more difficult and take much longer. Therefore

some morpho-syntactic divisions leave a material trace in the signal so that they could not be overheard. Trubetzkoy will have many

followers, structuralist such as Bolinger and Gerstman 1957 and Anderson 1965, as well as generative such as Basbøll 1986. A

functional component does not appear to be incompatible with a formal approach to the interface, as Booij 1983 and Boersma 1998

witness. In the generative literature, the functional view is typically associated with a perception-oriented perspective, as in Hume

and Johnson 2001 and Kaye 1989.

Anderson, James. 1965. The demarcative function. Lingua 13:185–188.

A concise summary of how Trubetzkoy’s Grenzsignale can be fleshed out across (some selected) languages.

Basbøll, Hans. 1986. Stød-sandhi. In Sandhi phenomena in the languages of Europe. Edited by Henning Andersen, 75–83.

Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

A generative example for the functional approach. The author describes Danish stød as a prosodic phenomenon and concludes

that “an important function of the whole complex of stød-rules [… ] is to facilitate the morphological analysis of phonological strings,

i.e. a perceptual function”(p. 83).

Boersma, Paul. 1998. Functional phonology: Formalizing the interactions between articulatory and perceptual drives. The

Hague: Holland Academic Graphics.

Published version of Boersma’s PhD, which explains his research program known as “functional OT.”Functional mechanisms

regarding both production and perception are carried into the heart of the grammar in form of constraints.

Bolinger, Dwight, and Louis Gerstman. 1957. Disjuncture as a cue to constructs. Word 13:246–255.

Experimental evidence in favor of the idea that juncture (or “disjuncture”) carries semantic information. The authors have doctored

the blanks between the words of the sequence light house keeper (very popular at the time, also used by Chomsky, et al. 1956,

cited under No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s)) and show how interpretation varies accordingly. They conclude

that what is distinctive are the nature of the blanks (which flag morpho-syntactic information), rather than stress.

Booij, Geert. 1983. Principles and parameters in prosodic phonology. Linguistics 21:249–280.

Overview of the Prosodic Hierarchy. In the conclusion, the author takes over the structuralist idea that prosodic units (in this case,

constituents of the Prosodic Hierarchy at and above the word level) serve a demarcative function.
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Hume, Elizabeth, and Keith Johnson, eds. 2001. The role of speech perception in phonology. New York: Academic.

A collection of articles emphasizing the role of the listener in phonology: which design properties of grammar make his life easy or

give him a hard time?

Kaye, Jonathan. 1989. Phonology: A cognitive view. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Asks why there is any phonology in the first place: programming languages have a lexicon, a syntax, and semantics but no

phonology (the string is invariable). Kaye provides two answers: lexical access (lexical entries are stored according to phonological

criteria) and parsing. Without phonological parsing cues, the listener’s path from the phonetic signal to meaning would be much

longer.

Trubetzkoy, Nikolai Sergeyevich. 1939. Grundzüge der phonologie. 6th ed. 1977. Göttingen, Germany: Vandenhoeck and

Ruprecht.

The foundational book of structuralist phonology. One idea explored here is that morpho-syntactic divisions may be flagged by

some phonological marker in order to help the listener. This is what Trubetzkoy calls Grenzsignale.

Representational Management

When morpho-syntax influences phonology through the representational channel, an object carrying morpho-syntactic information

is inserted into the linear string that is then interpreted by phonological computation. The kinds of items inserted are (struturalist)

juncture phonemes, SPE-type boundaries (hashmarks #) and autosegmental domains (the Prosodic Hierarchy).

American Structuralism and Juncture Phonemes

Structuralist theory, an early implementation of the representational way of influencing phonology, requires that morpho-syntactic

information be recorded as a phonological object (a phoneme), rather than as a diacritic. Or, put more accurately, diacritics must be

given a phonemic status. This is due to so-called Level Independence. Rooting in a bottom-up discovery procedure of linguistic

structure, this principle prohibits the use of higher-level information at any given level of description. Hence phonology being

described before morphology and syntax, no look-ahead is allowed: units of the latter two levels must not be present in the former,

as stated, for example, by Harris 1951. Juncture phonemes were promoted for two reasons, neither of which has anything to do

with the representation of morpho-syntactic information. First, they served as an environment for the prediction of allophones.

Second, they enhanced economy: the inventory of phonemes could be reduced when reference to juncture phonemes demoted

phonemic candidates to allophonic status, as is argued by Trager 1962. Their existence being independently established, juncture

phonemes could then be said to sometimes accidentally coincide with morpho-syntactic divisions. In other words, structuralists had

to put morphological information under a phonological guise to be entitled to use it in phonology. This situation is described by

Aronoff 1980. Although the position that strictly prohibits the use of morpho-syntactic information in phonology was widespread, it is

not the only one found in structuralist thinking. The spectrum of opinions range from Hockett 1955 and Moulton 1947, with its

unbending orthodoxy over Harris 1951 and its apparent (but self-contradicted) tolerance of some look ahead; Pike 1947 argues that

no phonological analysis can be carried out in absence of minimal morpho-syntactic information (grammatical prerequisites).

Devine and Stephens 1976 provides an informed and fairly detailed synopsis of the structuralist literature on juncture.

Aronoff, Mark. 1980. The treatment of juncture in American linguistics. In Juncture. Edited by Mark Aronoff and

Mary-Louise Kean, 29–36. Saratoga, CA: Anma Libri.

Competent and well-written introduction into the workings of structuralist juncture.

Devine, Andrew, and Laurence Stephens. 1976. The function and status of boundaries in phonology. In Linguistic studies

offered to Joseph Greenberg on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. Edited by Alphonse Juilland, 285–312. Saratoga, CA:
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Anma Libri. 293ff.

Presentation of structuralist juncture from a (fresh) post-hoc perspective dominated by the debate on SPE boundaries.

Harris, Zellig. 1951. Methods in structural linguistics. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

In this major structuralist textbook, Harris takes a middle ground between the orthodox position (coincidence of juncture with

morpho-syntactic divisions can only be accidental) and one where (some) morpho-syntactic information may be accessed by the

phonology.

Hockett, Charles. 1955. A manual of phonology. Baltimore: Waverly.

State of the art presentation of juncture in the major structuralist textbook of phonology.

Moulton, William. 1947. Juncture in modern standard German. Language 23:212–226.

Application of the orthodox position to the analysis of German: junctures are phonemes just like all other phonemes, their

distribution is therefore free, and coincidence with morpho-syntactic divisions is only accidental.

Pike, Kenneth. 1947. Grammatical prerequisites to phonemic analysis. Word 3:155–172.

Anti-orthodox position: morpho-syntactic information (which was called grammatical then) is present in phonology, otherwise no

analysis can be carried out (prerequisites).

Trager, George. 1962. Some thoughts on “juncture.”Studies in Linguistics 16:11–22.

Historical introduction to juncture and state of the art; Trager claims to have introduced the term “juncture”into linguistic thinking.

Juncture in the Middle of Morphemes

A corollary of the orthodox position is that juncture phonemes may also occur in the middle of morphemes. Since they do not need

to comply with any requirement other than acting as an environment for the prediction of allophones, they occur at arbitrary places

in the string just like any other phoneme. For example, Harris 1951 allows for the German word Teil [t ajl] “part”to identify as /d#ajl/

in order to be able to generalize the final devoicing pattern found in this language: word-final underlying /d#/ appears as [t]; hence

/d/ can be eliminated from the phonemic inventory if all [t]s, even in non-neutralizing and morpheme-internal environments, are

interpreted as the result of devoicing before “#”. The treatment of German voiceless obstruents is thus an application of the

economic ambition of structuralist description: the fewer phonemes the better. As a result, juncture phonemes are demoted to a

meaningless diacritic that may be used whenever it suits the analyst and without any cost. Since its phonetic realization is “zero”

most of the time, having or not having a juncture in a phonemic transcription is for free. Whatever the analytic problem, then, an

invisible juncture phoneme is the solution: it can be made responsible for any phenomenon and its reverse. Hill 1954 is a case in

point for this kind of juncture misuse.

Harris, Zellig. 1951. Methods in structural linguistics. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

Example of juncture misuse in the middle of morphemes.

h
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Hill, Archibald. 1954. Juncture and syllable division in Latin. Language 30:439–447.

Ascribes the gemination of lat. Latin labra in Italian labbra to the existence of a juncture phoneme, because “no explanation [… ] is

as simple as postulating the sequence /-b + r-/ [… ], where the juncture resulted in a lengthening of the preceding consonant”(p.

440).

Phonetic Correlate

Another issue that is discussed in the structuralist literature, for example, by Lehiste 1960 and in a survey by Aronoff 1980,

concerns an eventual phonetic manifestation of juncture. The regular position defended by Hockett 1955 is that, as for all other

phonemes, a stable phonetic correlate is required. Moulton 1947 proposes allophonic variation between a “pause”and “zero.”

However, there are also voices such as Hockett 1949 that do not care for any phonetic grounding. The literature also features a

number of experimental phonetic studies of the question, among which is Lehiste 1960.

Aronoff, Mark. 1980. The treatment of juncture in American linguistics. In Juncture. Edited by Mark Aronoff and

Mary-Louise Kean, 29–36. Saratoga, CA: Anma Libri.

Discussion from a post-hoc perspective. Aronoff reports on attempts to make juncture a suprasegmental object: still a phoneme,

but a suprasegmental rather than a segmental one.

Hockett, Charles. 1949. Two fundamental problems in phonemics. Studies in Linguistics 7:29–51.

Hockett’s early writings do not require any phonetic correlate: “[S]o we see that the failure of all the allophones of some juncture

phonemes to have some (articulatory or acoustic) property in common is no logical defect”(p. 38f).

Hockett, Charles. 1955. A manual of phonology. Baltimore: Waverly.

Shocked by Harris 1951 and its juncture misuse (German Teil analyzed as /d#ajl/ [see the section Juncture in the Middle of

Morphemes]), Hockett stands on the traditional side requiring phonetic grounding by 1955.

Lehiste, Ilse. 1960. An acoustic-phonetic study of internal open juncture. Supplement to Phonetica 5. New York: Karger.

Overview of the question from the contemporary point of view, supplemented with Lehiste’s own experimental studies.

Moulton, William. 1947. Juncture in modern standard German. Language 23:212–226.

Application of the orthodox position: like all other phonemes, juncture phonemes must have a phonetic correlate.

Early Generative Phonology

This section describes the situation on the representational side, from the inception of generative grammar in the mid-1950s until

the advent of autosegmental structure in the early 1980s, when linear boundaries (#, +) were replaced by autosegmental domains

(prosodic constituency).

Pre-SPE

In the 1950s when generative analysis was exotic in structuralist-dominated phonology, Chomsky, et al. 1956 introduced what later

will become orthodox ideas of SPE (significantly, in a Festschrift for Roman Jakobson): (1) Level Independence is eliminated, (i.e.,

the presence of morpho-syntactic information in phonology is legal), (2) boundaries are under morpho-syntactic control (no
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boundary in the middle of morphemes), (3) phonological domains are erected over boundaries, which have no phonetic correlate.

This package, concerning the representational channel, is the basis of the first important generative monograph, Halle 1959.

Chomsky, et al. 1956 also introduces cyclic derivation, an entirely new idea in linguistic thinking, which adds the derivational means

of influencing phonology to the hitherto exclusively representational interface landscape. As mentioned in the introduction, this

device will be a motor in the development of generative linguistics: it incarnates into different guises over the years and in current

minimalism appears as Phase Theory (see Chunk Definition and No Look-Back Devices and Phase Theory).

Chomsky, Noam, Morris Halle, and Fred Lukoff. 1956. On accent and juncture in English. In For Roman Jakobson: Essays

on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. Edited by Morris Halle, Horace Lunt, Hugh McLean, and Cornelis van

Schooneveld, 65–80. The Hague: Mouton.

Foundational article of generative phonology, which needs to operate in a structural guise. Introduces the idea of cyclic spell out.

Halle, Morris. 1959. The sound pattern of Russian. The Hague: Mouton.

First monograph written in the new generative framework. Provides a forum for the new ideas, which are introduced at the

beginning of the book.

SPE and Post-SPE

Chomsky and Halle 1968 (commonly called SPE) sets the standards for interface theory that are still valid. Morpho-syntax

communicates with phonology through two channels, one procedural (cyclic derivation, which is called the Transformational Cycle

in SPE), the other representational (boundaries). Junctures are now called boundaries, and boundaries are not phonemes any

longer but rather segments. This is because the phoneme does not exist in SPE, where the basic phonological units are segments

that are made of binary distinctive features. Like all other segments, boundaries have a featural makeup: they are [-segment]

segments (as opposed to non-boundary segments, which are [+segment]). In SPE, morpho-syntactic structure is converted into

boundaries according to a fixed and universal algorithm that works on the grounds of morpho-syntactic criteria alone: # is inserted

into the linear string at the beginning and at the end of each major category (i.e., nouns, verbs, and adjectives) and also on each

side of higher constituents that dominate major categories (i.e., NPs, VPs and so forth [Chomsky and Halle 1968, pp. 12f and

366ff]). The process of translating morpho-syntactic structure into representational objects that are then inserted into phonological

representations will later be called “mapping”(see the sections Indirect Reference and Mapping and Relation- and Edge-Based

Mapping). While the mapping algorithm is simple and identical for all languages in SPE, it will expand into a whole mapping

component with a host of parameterized mapping rules in further development. Devine and Stephens 1976 and Kenstowicz and

Kisseberth 1977 provide overviews of how boundaries were used in the SPE and post-SPE period. So-called boundary mutation

rules (or readjustment rules) as evidenced in Selkirk 1974, context-sensitive or not, can modify the boundary structure inherited

from higher levels. The limited three-item inventory of boundaries that was used in SPE significantly inflates. It is not uncommon to

find treatments where up to seven different boundaries are identified in the grammar of a given language. These are then usually

ranked on a scale of boundary strength, as in Stanley 1973, and the idea is that different phonological processes are sensitive to

different boundaries according to “how strong”these are: a given process may go through a weak boundary but may be blocked by

a stronger boundary. The inflational use of boundaries then provoked voices such as Hyman 1975 and Basbøll 1981, which called

for boundary economy: this was understood as a contribution to the necessary restriction of the unlimited generative power of SPE

(abstractness debate).

Basbøll, Hans. 1981. On the function of boundaries in phonological rules. In Phonology in the 1980’s. Edited by Didier

Goyvaerts, 245–269. Ghent, Belgium: Story-Scientia.

Argues for the boundary economy and that the boundary inflation needs to be restricted. The author argues that boundaries should

not be called on in presence of an alternative solution that does the same job without them. Boundaries are only a last resort.
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Chomsky, Noam, and Morris Halle. 1968. The sound pattern of English. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

The basic book of generative phonology. Sets the standards for interface management that are still in place today.

Devine, Andrew, and Laurence Stephens. 1976. The function and status of boundaries in phonology. In Linguistic studies

offered to Joseph Greenberg on the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. Edited by Alphonse Juilland, 285–312. Saratoga, CA:

Anma Libri.

Summary of the discussion on boundaries in the post-SPE period.

Hyman, Larry. 1975. Phonology: Theory and analysis. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Based on the English k-s alternation (electri[k]-electri[s]-ity), the author proposes to do away with the + boundary of SPE.

Kenstowicz, Michael, and Charles Kisseberth. 1977. Topics in phonological theory. New York: Academic.

Textbook introduction to boundary theory. The authors conclude by introducing the Direct Syntax idea: “Is there a distinction

between phenomena properly described by making reference to boundaries and phenomena properly described by means of direct

reference to morphological identity? And if there is a distinction, how do we know when we are dealing with boundaries and when

we are not?”(p. 103f).

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1974. French liaison and the X-bar notation. Linguistic Inquiry 5:573–590.

The author uses boundary mutation rules (which transform one boundary into another, e.g., # → +) in the analysis of French liaison:

first the maximum boundary cluster ## that can come down from syntax is simplified in liaison environments (## → #); then a rule

applies that triggers liaison with a single intervening # but is blocked by double ##.

Stanley, Richard. 1973. Boundaries in phonology. In A Festschrift for Morris Halle. Edited by Stephen Anderson and Paul

Kiparsky, 185–206. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Influential article on the typology and strength of boundaries (based on the author’s 1969 dissertation). The number of boundaries

significantly inflates because “it will soon be found that some [boundaries] are actually weaker than others in the sense that certain

phonological rules will apply across some and not others”(p. 193).

Growing Dissatisfaction with Boundaries in the 1970s

During the 1970s, dissatisfaction and frustration grew as boundaries were put to use. One reason was the fact that, just like on the

segmental side, SPE does not impose any restriction on the occurrence of boundaries (other than that they must coincide with a

morpho-syntactic division). Parallel to the development on the segmental side, this gave rise to boundary misuse and a significantly

inflated set of boundaries, as evidenced by Hyman 1978. Reactions to this situation were numerous, both from inside and outside

of the SPE paradigm; they were also embedded in the general critique of SPE that ran through the 1970s under the heading of the

“abstractness debate”and gave rise namely to Natural Phonology and Natural Generative Phonology, the external challengers of

SPE. In a first round, the general dissatisfaction with boundaries was directed specifically against the = (see Siegel 1974, cited

under Affix Classes) and the + boundary of SPE, which a number of authors including Hyman 1978 and Strauss 1979 sought to

dispense with in the name of boundary economy. On these grounds, a more radical break with SPE was argued for in a body of

voices that were first isolated and erratic. Early on, McCawley 1968 called into question the fact that boundaries are segments, as

contended by SPE. This was properly demonstrated by Pyle 1972, whose obviously sound arguments, however, were not given

proper attention. This is also the case of Rotenberg 1978 MIT dissertation, which specifically points out the diacritic character of

boundaries. The alternative to boundaries these authors initiated would become known as Direct Syntax approaches in the 1980s:

wherein representational carriers of morpho-syntactic information in phonology are eliminated altogether. They are replaced by

direct reference to morpho-syntactic structure and labels (see Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology).
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Hyman, Larry. 1978. Word demarcation. In Universals of human language. Vol. 2. Edited by Joseph Greenberg, 443–470.

Stanford, CA: Stanford Univ. Press.

Hyman reacts to “the abuses seen in such works as Stanley 1973, where boundaries are unnecessarily proliferated”(p. 459).

Instead, Hyman proposes rules that make direct reference to the particular morphemes involved. This option elicited few

contemporary echoes, but it constitutes an early formulation of what will be known as Direct Syntax approaches in the 1980s.

McCawley, James. 1968. The phonological component of a grammar of Japanese. The Hague: Mouton.

Initiates a line of attack against boundaries and their diacritic character: McCawley doubts that boundaries are segments (which is

SPE’s point of view). “There are two aspects of this viewpoint [the general use of juncture by 1968] which could be contested: the

notion of juncture as a phonetic/ phonemic (rather than morpho-phonemic) entity and the segmentalness of juncture”(p. 52f).

Pyle, Charles. 1972. On eliminating BM’s. In Papers from the eighth regional meeting of the Chicago Linguistic Society.

Edited by Paul Peranteau, Judith Levi, and Gloria Phares, 516–532. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Pyle shows that it is absurd to treat boundaries as regular segments by pointing out the unwarranted predictions made. For

example, since anything can be turned into anything in SPE, phonological computation should be able to transform a boundary into

a regular segment: + → a/C__C. Hence, say, /dog+s/ would come out as /dogas/. This is unheard of in natural language.

Rotenberg, Joel. 1978. The syntax of phonology. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Raises principled objections against the presence of any kind of objects in phonology that carry morpho-syntactic information

(particularly diacritics). A finger is pointed at phonologists: it would not cross the mind of any syntactician to invent some deus ex

machina just in order to refer to it when he is unable to do his job on syntactic grounds.

Strauss, Steven. 1979. Against boundary distinctions in English morphology. Linguistic Analysis 5:387–419.

Argues that all English facts can be accounted for if the SPE-created # and + are merged into one single concatenation operator.

On his analysis, the distinctive function of # and + is taken over by the computational component (precyclic versus postcyclic

affixes) and the lexicon.

Natural Generative Phonology

In Natural Generative Phonology, condensed by Hooper 1976, alternations are divided into two types. Those that do not suffer any

exception in the entire language and exclusively appeal to phonetically retrievable information are called “natural”and granted

phonological status (P-rules). By contrast, the statement of morpho-phonemic rules (MP-rules) requires non-phonetic information

such as reference to morpho-syntactic categories; relevant alternations are typically riddled with exceptions. This division enforces

a corresponding split among boundaries: since #, +, and the like can hardly be said to represent phonetic information (they do not

have any phonetic correlate), they are banned from P-rules (e.g., by Vennemann 1974). A prediction is thus made to the effect that

non-phonetic boundaries such as the word boundary will never be necessary for the statement of P-rules. Devine and Stephens

1980 and Clayton 1981 demonstrate that this is not true: many alternations in natural language are entirely regular, productive, and

make exclusive reference to the phonetic signal except for the fact that they crucially appeal to the word boundary. Therefore

Hooper 1975 tries to tell boundaries that do from boundaries that do not have a phonetic manifestation. She introduces “phonetic

boundaries”(the “syllable boundary $”and the “pause boundary ║”), which are also called “phonological boundaries”or

“grammatical boundaries”elsewhere (e.g., in Hooper 1976). Rather than trying to make (some) boundaries phonetic objects in

order to have the right to use them, Rhodes 1974 attempts at doing away with them altogether.

Clayton, Mary. 1981. Word boundaries and sandhi rules in natural generative phonology. Language 57:571–590.

The author confronts NGP claims regarding boundaries with the empirical record of sandhi phenomena. She concludes that “one of
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the major distinguishing tenets of NGP is shown to be without basis, since it is clear that word boundaries are indeed not purely

phonological”(p. 571).

Devine, Andrew, and Laurence Stephens. 1980. On the phonological definition of boundaries. In Juncture. Edited by Mark

Aronoff and Mary-Louise Kean, 57–78. Saratoga, CA: Anma Libri. 57ff.

Also shows that, if anything, the elimination of word boundaries from phonological rules is wishful thinking when confronted to NGP

practice. On NGP assumptions, a process as ordinary and frequent as apocope cannot be phonological because it needs to make

reference to the right edge of the word.

Hooper, Joan. 1975. The archi-segment in natural generative phonology. Language 51:536–560.

Boundaries in NGP are more akin to structuralist juncture than to generative boundaries. Like structuralists, the author is forced to

grant a phonetic identity to boundaries because otherwise she would not be entitled to use them. Also, his or her boundaries are

denied any morpho-syntactic identity— precisely the property that paved the way for structuralist juncture misuse (see section

Juncture in the Middle of Morphemes: these kinds of boundaries may occur in the middle of morphemes.

Hooper, Joan. 1976. An introduction to natural generative phonology. New York: Academic.

The NGP textbook, published when the influence of the theory was peaking.

Rhodes, Richard. 1974. Non-phonetic environments in natural phonology. In Papers from the parasession on natural

phonology. Edited by A. Bruck, R. Fox, and M. La Galy, 285–296. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Proposes to replace boundaries by global and transderivational reference: a process that does not actually apply in a derivation

could be “felt”and hence cause an effect in that derivation because it is active in some other derivation where the same

morphemes are involved.

Vennemann, Theo. 1974. Words and syllables in natural generative grammar. In Papers from the parasession on natural

phonology. Edited by A. Bruck, R. Fox, and M. La Galy, 346–374. Chicago: Chicago Linguistic Society.

Foundational article about Natural Generative Phonology where the ban of boundaries from P-rules is made explicit.

Prosodic Phonology

Prosodic Phonology is the most influential representational theory of the interface to date. It carries over the (modular) interface

architecture of SPE into the autosegmental environment of the 1980s. It may be viewed a result of the general

autosegmentalization that has affected all areas of phonology in the late 1970s and early 1980s: the Prosodic Hierarchy is the

specific implementation of autosegmentalism in the realm of the interface. Overview literature includes Vogel and Kenesei 1990,

Inkelas and Zec 1995, Dresher 1996, and Selkirk 2011. The genuine contribution of Prosodic Phonology to interface theory is thus

the autosegmentalization of the carriers of morpho-syntactic information: instead of linear boundaries, an arboreal autosegmental

structure, the Prosodic Hierarchy, is inserted into phonological representations. This evolution represents a major historical break in

interface thinking: since the 19th century, carriers of morpho-syntactic information have always been local boundaries that are

inserted into the linear string at specific (morpho-syntactic) divisions. The new units of the representational side of the interface,

prosodic constituents, are (autosegmental) domains, rather than local boundaries. The two types of carriers are quite different in

nature and make different predictions: there is no way a boundary alone can describe a domain (i.e., a span of the linear string);

conversely, prosodic constituents such as an ω (Prosodic Word) are not a piece of the linear string and hence do not have

righthand or lefthand neighbours therein. The terminals that they dominate of course do, but it makes a difference whether the

carrier of morpho-syntactic information itself or the terminals it dominates are members of the linear string. The evolution from local

to domain-based interface representation has gone more or less unnoticed in the literature, as shown by Scheer 2012.

Juncture and Boundary - Linguistics - Oxford Bibliographies http://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-978019977...

12 sur 38 29/04/2016 00:00



Dresher, Elan. 1996. Introduction to metrical and prosodic phonology. In Signal to syntax: Bootstrapping from speech to

grammar in early acquisition. Edited by James Morgan and Katherine Demuth, 41–54. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Readable overview article written for a book on language acquisition and directed at an audience of non-specialists. The author

emphasizes SPE-born non-isomorphism based on the cat-rat-cheese example (see Non-Isomorphism) and reviews the evidence

for each layer of the Prosodic Hierarchy. The article also introduces to metrical grid structure.

Inkelas, Sharon, and Draga Zec. 1995. Syntax-phonology interface. In The handbook of phonological theory. Edited by

John Goldsmith, 535–549. Oxford: Blackwell.

State of the art article regarding the syntax-phonology interface (i.e., Prosodic Phonology). The article defines p-structure as the

level of representation that mediates between morpho-syntax and phonology; Inkelas and Zec explicitly identify boundaries as the

ancestor of this mediating structure, whose more recent incarnation is the Prosodic Hierarchy. They also contrast different

approaches to mapping: relation-based, end-(or edge-) based, arboreal (see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping).

Scheer, Tobias. 2012. Direct interface and one-channel translation. A non-diacritic theory of the morphosyntax-phonology

interface: A lateral theory of phonology. Vol. 2. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Lays out a non-diacritic theory of the (representational side of the) interface (i.e., one where arbitrarily chosen typewriting symbols

[#] or Greek letters [ω, φ, etc.] can have no currency). The author argues that domain-based carriers of morpho-syntactic

information are necessarily diacritic, while local boundaries may be non-diacritic.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 2011. The syntax-phonology interface. In Handbook of phonological theory. 2d ed. Edited by John

Goldsmith, Jason Riggle, and Alan C. L. Yu, 435–484. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Written from a post-hoc perspective regarding the 1980s and 1990s, covering issues such as the implementation in OT. Selkirk

presents her new match theory of prosodic structure construction (see Phase-Based Mapping (Prosodic Islands)), but the challenge

raised by current minimalist phase theory (prosodic islands) is not discussed.

Vogel, Irene, and István Kenesei. 1990. Syntax and semantics in phonology. In The phonology-syntax connection. Edited

by Sharon Inkelas and Draga Zec, 339–363. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

Overview of Prosodic Phonology that reviews the arguments in favor of Indirect Reference. One point the article makes is historical:

all interface theories have been indirect thus far, so there is probably something to this approach. SPE is singled out as an explicit

forerunner of Indirect Reference.

Emerging from Post-SPE

The earliest ancestors of Prosodic Phonology are commonly taken to be the authors of Liberman and Prince 1977. The central idea

here is that segments are dominated by a multilayered arboreal structure (syllables, feet, and words) that expresses rhythmic

(linguistically “musical”) properties of the linear string and assigns relative prominence (strong versus weak status) to individual

chunks. Based on this line of thought, Elisabeth Selkirk developed the first model of Prosodic Phonology: she fertilized the

autosegmental idea for the interface of phonology with other modules, something that was not originally intended by Liberman and

Prince 1977. In Selkirk’s early work (and especially in Selkirk 1981b, the six-layer Prosodic Hierarchy that is still in place today was

introduced: the syllable, the foot, the phonological word, the phonological phrase, the intonational phrase, and the phonological

utterance. The Strict Layer Hypothesis, which restricts the organization of prosodic constituency and is still in place (although in a

less strict implementation), was introduced in Selkirk 1981a. The early period culminated in Selkirk 1984: this book discusses the

link with SPE (see also Selkirk 1980)— something that is missing in further Prosodic Phonology literature such as Nespor and Vogel

1986 (cited under Nespor and Vogel). The mapping mechanism is studied by Selkirk 1986, an influential article that introduced the

idea of edge-based mapping (see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping).
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Liberman, Mark, and Alan Prince. 1977. On stress and linguistic rhythm. Linguistic Inquiry 8:249–336.

An early and influential implementation of the autosegmental idea. Has had offsprings in various areas, including syllable structure,

stress, rhythm, and the interface with morpho-syntax.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1980. Prosodic domains in phonology: Sanskrit revisited. In Juncture. Edited by Mark Aronoff and

Mary-Louise Kean, 107–129. Saratoga, CA: Anma Libri.

Considers a competitor that is more serious than mere SPE-type boundaries: McCawley 1968 (cited under Growing Dissatisfaction

with Boundaries in the 1970s) presented the idea that boundaries define the domain of rule application and that different boundary

strengths determine different domains. Obviously, this is the direct translation of autosegmental domains into linear vocabulary— or

rather, prosodic constituency is the translation of McCawley’s proposal.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1981a. On the nature of phonological representation. In The cognitive representation of speech. Edited

by J. Anderson, J. Laver, and T. Meyers, 379–388. Amsterdam: North Holland.

The article that introduces the Strict Layer Hypothesis (although the label only appears in Selkirk 1984, p. 26). Also see Strict Layer

Hypothesis.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1981b. On prosodic structure and its relation to syntactic structure. In Nordic Prosody II. Edited by

Thorstein Fretheim, 111–140. Trondheim, Norway: TAPIR.

The oldest source of Prosodic Phonology. Its content was first presented at an Amherst conference in 1978; a manuscript almost

identical to the 1981 publication was then circulated at least since 1980. The first published version, however, is the text that

appeared in the proceedings of the Nordic Prosody conference in 1981.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1984. Phonology and syntax: The relation between sound and structure. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

A landmark of early Prosodic Phonology, also because it assures a bridging function between the linear SPE environment and the

new autosegmental interface. The perception of the book may have been altered by the fact that the author actually abandons

prosodic constituents (except the IP) in favor of Prince’s grid-only approach (metrical grid) in 1983.

Nespor and Vogel

Building on Selkirk’s work but mobilizing fresh data from languages such as Italian in Napoli and Nespor 1979 and Greek in Nespor

1986, Marina Nespor and Irene Vogel have grounded a parallel stream of inquiry: after an exploratory period represented, for

example, Nespor and Vogel 1982, Nespor and Vogel 1986, and Booij 1985 (and also the influential article Hayes 1989)

concentrates the insights gained. Nespor and Vogel 1986 rapidly became the authoritative reference in Prosodic Phonology and is

typically quoted as the single most important (and founding) reference of the theory. The book also introduces so-called

relation-based mapping, on which there is more in Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping where it is compared to an alternative

mapping theory: edge-based mapping.

Booij, Geert. 1985. Coordination reduction in complex words: A case for Prosodic Phonology. In Advances in nonlinear

phonology. Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 143–160. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Argument in favor of prosodic constituency made on the grounds of elliptic coordination constructions in Dutch and German.

Hayes, Bruce. 1989. The prosodic hierarchy in meter. In Rhythm and Meter. Edited by Paul Kiparsky and G. Youmans,

201–260. Orlando, FL: Academic.
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Influential article that prepared Nespor and Vogel 1986. Hayes advances the parameterization of mapping and establishes the

division of labor between Prosodic Phonology and Lexical Phonology that is (explicitly or implicitly) still assumed today (see

Division of Labor Between Representational and Derivational Means of Influencing Phonology): the former manages strings of

words, while the latter is competent for strings of morphemes. Manuscript circulated since 1984, published 1989.

Napoli, Donna Jo, and Marina Nespor. 1979. The syntax of word-initial consonant gemination in Italian. Language

55:812–841.

Argues that phonological rules can make reference to surface structure, but not to deep syntactic structure. Selkirk 1974, cited

under Early Generative Phonology: SPE and Post-SPE holds that French liaison is computed on the grounds of the total number of

boundaries that occur between the two words, including those that originate in syntactic traces. Napoli and Nespor show that in a

parallel situation regarding Raddoppiamento Fonosintattico in Italian, traces are irrelevant.

Nespor, Marina. 1986. The phonological word in Greek and Italian. In Sandhi phenomena in the languages of Europe.

Edited by Henning Andersen, 65–74. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Based on Liberman and Prince 1977 (cited under Emerging from Post-SPE), the author motivates the phonological word by stress-

related sandhi processes in Italian and Greek.

Nespor, Marina, and Irene Vogel. 1982. Prosodic domains of external sandhi rules. In Structure of phonological

representations, Part I. Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 225–255. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Since SPE where a fixed universal algorithm transformed morpho-syntactic structure into hashmarks, mapping was found to be

increasingly complex. Nespor and Vogel’s contribution to this discussion was only embryonic at that time: further development will

reveal a mapping puzzle with much language-specific parameterization.

Nespor, Marina, and Irene Vogel. 1986. Prosodic phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Standard reference for Prosodic Phonology, in the 1980s as much as today, often held to be the founding statement of the theory.

The fact that Selkirk 1984 (cited under Emerging from Post-SPE) did not see this sort of eminence is certainly related to the fact

that the author abandoned prosodic constituency in favor of Prince’s grid-only approach.

Strict Layer Hypothesis

The Prosodic Hierarchy is a fairly unconstrained arboreal structure, comparable to feature geometric trees below the segmental

level. That is, restrictions on branching of the X-bar kind do not apply: a prosodic tree may host nodes that do not branch or that

branch two, three, or more times. The only well-formedness condition of prosodic constituency is defined in the Strict Layer

Hypothesis (SLH), which was originally formulated by Selkirk 1981 (although the label Strict Layer Hypothesis only appears in

Selkirk 1984, cited under Emerging from Post-SPE). It expresses the idea that a prosodic constituent of a given layer only

dominates constituents of the immediately lower level, and is exhaustively contained in a constituent of the immediately higher

level. Hence an Intonational Phrase, for example, is always the daughter of a Phonological Utterance and only dominates

Phonological Phrases. Later on in the environment of OT, responding to evidence and criticisms that challenge the monolithic

character of the SLH such as those mentioned by Itô and Mester 2003, and Selkirk 1996 factors out the Strict Layer Hypothesis into

four more primitive component constraints: Layeredness, Headedness, Exhaustivity, and Nonrecursivity. Selkirk takes the former

two to be universal (undominated in terms of OT), while the latter two may or may not be observed by languages.

Itô, Junko, and Armin Mester. 2003. Weak layering and word binarity. In A Festschrift for Professor Shosuke Haraguchi on

the occasion of his sixtieth birthday. Edited by Takeru Honma, Masao Okazaki, Toshiyuki Tabata, and Shin-ichi Tanaka,

26–65. Tokyo: Kaitakusha.

Early challenge of the SLH: templatic restrictions in Japanese may require a word to weigh exactly three moras. The third mora is
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not big enough to make a foot of its own, but it needs to belong to the prosodic word that embodies the trimoraic constraint. Hence

a mora (or syllable) must sometimes be directly related to a prosodic word, with no intermediate foot (weak layering).

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1981. On the nature of phonological representation. In The cognitive representation of speech. Edited

by J. Anderson, J. Laver, and T. Meyers, 379–388. Amsterdam: North Holland.

Original formulation of the Strict Layer Hypothesis.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1996. The prosodic structure of function words. In Signal to syntax: Bootstrapping from syntax to

grammar in early acquisition. Edited by James Morgan and Katherine Demuth, 187–213. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Following the atomizing spirit of OT and responding to empirical pressure, Selkirk cuts the SLH into a set of four heterogeneous

constraints. This weakened version namely allows recursive (a prosodic word dominates another prosodic word) and short-cutting

structure (a foot may be directly associated to a prosodic phrase without any intermediate prosodic word). It has become the

standard view of prosodic constituency.

Non-Isomorphism

SPE had made the observation that in some cases, the domain to which a phonological rule makes reference is not co-extensive

with any morpho-syntactic domain. In other words, some phonological rules make reference to information that is absent from the

syntactic surface structure (the cat-rat-cheese example is famous since Chomsky and Halle 1968 (cited under Affix Classes). In

SPE, the readjustment component was devised to make morpho-syntactic structure ready for phonological use in case it is not

original. In Prosodic Phonology, this job is done by mapping rules whose output, prosodic constituency, provides the adequate

target for the reference of all phonological rules that are sensitive to morpho-syntactic information. That is, mapping rules preserve

all morpho-syntactic divisions that are necessary for phonological rules to apply, and they add new information of their own, or

modify syntactic input if needed (i.e., in case syntactic and phonologically relevant boundaries do not match). Since Selkirk 1981

non-isomorphism motivates Indirect Reference (see Indirect Reference and Mapping) and hence prosodic constituency. The

non-isomorphism-based argument then runs through the entire Prosodic Phonology literature. Another argument for Indirect

Reference comes from modularity, as argued by Scheer 2011 (cited under Indirect Reference and Mapping). More recently, the

empirical reality of non-isomorphism was called into question: Scheer 2008 and Samuels 2011 argue that it is an artifact of prosodic

constituency. In case carriers of morpho-syntactic information in phonology are local boundaries (of the SPE-type, but

non-diacritic), rather than non-local autosegmental domains, there is no non-isomorphism: morpho-syntactic structure contains all

the information needed for phonological computation to run. Selkirk 2011 also abandons non-isomorphism as a motivation for

prosodic constituency but comes up with other arguments regarding weight, binarity, rhythm, or the lexical specificity of function

words. These factors are implemented as prosodic markedness constraints that may override the syntactic input if high ranked

(more on Selkirk 2011 and its mapping approach cited under, Phase-Based Mapping (Prosodic Islands)).

Samuels, Bridget. 2011. A minimalist program for phonology. In Oxford handbook of minimalism. Edited by Cedric

Boeckx, 574–594. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Argues against the existence of prosodic structure from a minimalist point of view: the alternative that does not need any extra

prosodic device is direct syntax (see Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology).

Scheer, Tobias. 2008. Why the prosodic hierarchy is a diacritic and why the interface must be direct. In Sounds of silence:

Empty elements in syntax and phonology. Edited by Jutta Hartmann, Veronika Hegedüs, and Henk van Riemsdijk,

145–192. Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Argues that syntactic structure and phonologically relevant domains are always isomorphic. Hence, no extra constituency on the

phonological side is needed. For example, intonational chunks simply begin at every CP in the cat-rat-cheese example. It is

therefore enough to say that the intonation-building mechanism starts a new unit every time it hits the phonological translation of

the CP-boundary.
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Selkirk, Elisabeth. 2011. The syntax-phonology interface. In The handbook of phonological theory. 2d ed. Edited by John

Goldsmith, Jason Riggle, and Alan C. L. Yu, 435–484. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Presents Selkirk’s match theory of prosodic structure construction (see more on this in Phase-Based Mapping (Prosodic Islands)),

but the challenge raised by the minimalist phase-based environment (prosodic islands) is not discussed.

Indirect Reference and Mapping

The principle of Indirect Reference holds that morpho-syntactic categories are invisible to the phonology: phonological processes

cannot make direct reference to them. Rather, morpho-syntactic structure needs to be translated into phonological vocabulary, the

Prosodic Hierarchy, to which phonological processes may then appeal. As evidenced in Selkirk 1981 and Nespor and Vogel 1986,

Indirect Reference is the founding statement of Prosodic Phonology and an essential of the theory up to the present day.

Translation is done by so-called mapping rules, whose input is the morpho-syntactic structure. They return prosodic constituency,

which lies inside the phonological module. Mapping rules thus have access to both morpho-syntactic and phonological structure:

they can read the former and create part of the latter. Since according to Fodor 1983 modules do not understand the vocabulary of

other modules (so-called domain specificity (see the section Direct Interface), the interface is necessarily located in modular no

man’s land (i.e., somewhere after morpho-syntax and before phonology). Also, the use of distinct vocabulary by different modules,

a headstone of modularity in cognitive science, enforces translation and hence Indirect Reference, as discussed in Scheer 2011.

Since SPE, where mapping was done by a fixed and universal algorithm that transforms morpho-syntactic structure into clusters of

boundaries (see SPE and Post-SPE), the mapping mechanism has become increasingly complex through the introduction of more

and more parametric variation, as seen in Bickmore 1990.

Bickmore, Lee. 1990. Branching nodes and prosodic categories. In The phonology-syntax connection. Edited by Sharon

Inkelas and Draga Zec, 1–17. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press.

The author concludes that “we are still in search of a parameterized cross-linguistic phonological phrase-construction rule with

descriptive adequacy (let alone explanatory adequacy)”(p. 17).

Fodor, Jerry. 1983. The modularity of the mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT-Bradford.

The foundational book on modularity in cognitive science, written on the basis of a class co-taught by the author and Noam

Chomsky in 1980.

Nespor, Marina, and Irene Vogel. 1986. Prosodic phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

The authors argue on p. 37 that “direct reference to syntactic constituents either results in the loss of generalizations or leads to

incorrect predictions about the application of a number of phonological rules.”

Scheer, Tobias. 2011. A guide to morphosyntax-phonology interface theories. How extra-phonological information is

treated in phonology since Trubetzkoy’s Grenzsignale. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Although contemporary with Fodor 1983, the Prosodic Phonology literature for some reason does not refer to the modular

argument. Modularity imposes Indirect Reference, but nobody has taken advantage of this fact in the controversy with Direct

Syntax (see Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology) or in order to motivate prosodic constituency.
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Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1981 [1978]. On prosodic structure and its relation to syntactic structure. In Nordic prosody II. Edited by

Thorstein Fretheim, 111–140. Trondheim, Norway: TAPIR.

Argues on p. 131 that if direct reference were made to syntactic structure, the relevant generalization would be missed that a given

prosodic constituent is a sequence of constituents of the next lower level (in Selkirk’s example, that intonational phrases are made

of phonological phrases).

Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping

Prosodic Phonology has produced two theories of mapping: relation-based and edge-based mapping. The former is introduced by

Nespor and Vogel 1986 (cited under Division of Labor Between Representational and Derivational Means of Influencing

Phonology). It makes descriptive statements that define prosodic constituency in terms of relationships that items of the syntactic

structure entertain. For example, the domain of the Phonological Phrase in Japanese is defined as follows: “X is a head and forms

a φ [Prosodic Phrase] with whatever follows until another head outside of the maximal projection of X is reached”(see Nespor and

Vogel 1986, cited under Division of Labor Between Representational and Derivational Means of Influencing Phonology).

Relation-based mapping allows for any syntactic configuration that can be stated in prose to define prosodic constituents.

Contrasting with this purely descriptive approach, Selkirk 1986 develops a mapping mechanism that imposes genuine restrictions

on the availability of morpho-syntactic structure. Selkirk’s system is called end-based mapping (later often referred to as “edge-

based”theory), and she suggests that it is universal. That is, end-based mapping is supposed to account for all possible mappings

between morpho-syntactic and phonological structure. It holds that “the syntax-phonology mapping can be defined simply by

reference to the ends of syntactic constituents”(see Selkirk 1986, p. 386, emphasis in original). Her focus on edges gave rise to the

dominant mapping mechanism when Prosodic Phonology was transported into Optimality Theory: McCarthy and Prince 1993 and

McCarthy and Prince 2001: vii) are explicit on the fact that alignment is directly inspired by Selkirk 1986. Elordieta 2008 provides an

introduction to edge-based mapping and its prolongation into OT. Constraint-based mapping in OT is further discussed in

Constraint-Based Instead of Rule-Based Mapping.

Elordieta, Gorka. 2008. An overview of theories of the syntax-phonology interface. International Journal of Basque

Linguistics and Philology 42:209–286.

An informed overview of the syntax-phonology interface, based on the irreconcilable opposition between indirect and direct

reference theories.

McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 1993. Generalized alignment. In Yearbook of morphology 1993. Edited by Geert Booij

and Jaap van Marle, 79–153. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Article that establishes the way mapping is done in OT: by alignment constraints. Left- and right- alignment is alignment with

respect to the edge.

McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 2001. Prosodic morphology: Constraint interaction and satisfaction. Rutgers University

Community Repository. Ms, Rutgers Optimality Archive (ROA) #482.

One of the updated versions of the original 1986 Prosodic Morphology manuscript, which was influential in pre-OT times and a

major stepping stone for OT (but that was never published). In the 1996 and 2001 updates (published on ROA), the authors provide

a historical introduction, which in the 2001 version explicitly mentions the fact that alignment roots in edge-based mapping.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1986. On derived domains in sentence phonology. Phonology 3:371–405.

Selkirk reverts back to regular prosodic constituency (after the grid-based interlude in her 1984 book), and introduces the influential

edge-based idea, which fertilizes X-bar structure for mapping.
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The Mapping Puzzle

It was mentioned in Nespor and Vogel and Indirect Reference and Mapping that the original universal SPE-algorithm that

transformed morpho-syntactic structure into phonological boundaries (see SPE and Post-SPE) was refined in subsequent work in

order to match the great diversity of morpho-syntactic divisions that impact phonological processes across languages. This

parameterization of mapping was done following the obvious assumption that there is a language-specific and also cross-linguistic

rationale behind which morpho-syntactic divisions can, must, or cannot trigger which phonological processes. Alas, basically no

generalizations regarding what could be called natural classes of boundaries emerged from about thirty years of serious research in

the area that has produced a fair amount of cross-linguistic data and a reasonable number of case studies from genetically

unrelated languages: this frustrating fact is acknowledged, for example, by Kaisse and Zwicky 1987 when there was still hope that

greater empirical coverage would produce insight. Scheer 2011 (cited under Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology) documents the

evolution of the mapping puzzle in the literature. The absence of cross-linguistic generalizations contributed to an evolution,

initiated by Selkirk 2000, where other factors that play a role in mapping such as information structure and rhythm (rather than

morpho-syntactic conditions) were given more attention. On many occasions, the set of morpho-syntactic divisions that trigger or

inhibit a particular phonological effect does not appear to make sense: it is nothing that a syntactician would call a natural class.

Why is it that this boundary produces the phonological effect at hand, but that boundary does not? On the other hand, there may be

non-triggering boundaries that from the syntactic point of view would be expected to line up with the triggering boundaries but do

not. Regarding phonetic (as opposed to phonological) effects, a tendency may be mentioned, however, which is related to the

post-SPE notion of boundary strength (see SPE and Post-SPE): Keating, et al. 2004, for example, provides evidence that the

higher a division in the clausal hierarchy, the more likely it will effect the pronunciation of consonants. That is, the same consonant

is pronounced weaker in stretch-internal position than in stretch-initial position, and when initial it is pronounced stronger in larger

(i.e., hierarchically higher) than in smaller stretches.

Kaisse, Ellen, and Arnold Zwicky. 1987. Introduction: Syntactic influences on phonological rules. Phonology 4:3–11.

Exposes the state of the art in the introduction to a special issue of phonology regarding syntactic conditions on phonological rules.

The article mentions that “[t]he study of postlexical rules sensitive to syntactic or prosodic structure is still in its infancy.

Phonologists know comparatively little about the range of phenomena that can be encompassed by such rules”(p. 4).

Keating, Patricia, Cécile Fougeron, and C. -S. Hsu. 2004. Domain-initial articulatory strengthening in four languages. In

Papers in laboratory phonology VI: Phonetic interpretation. Edited by J. K. Local, R. Ogden, and R. A. M. Temple, 145–163.

Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Reports on work studying consonantal length, articulatory magnitude, breathiness, VOT, glottalization. Keating, et al.’s contribution

concerns the linguopalatal contact for [t] and [n] in French, Korean, and Taiwanese. Results show that “every subject makes at least

one distinction (Word-internal versus Phrase-initial) and all speakers but one make at least one further distinction above the Word

level”(p. 159).

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 2000. The interaction of constraints on prosodic phrasing. In Prosody: theory and experiments. Edited

by Merle Horne, 231–261. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Examines the set of factors that may condition prosodic phrasing. Each type of influence is associated to a particular constraint

family. Five constraint types are distinguished: (1) Align and Wrap, (2) domination constraints (determining geometric properties of

prosodic constituency), (3) purely phonological constraints translate pressure concerning the size of prosodic constituents or their

stress properties, (4) information structure, (5) eurhythmy.

Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology

In the years following the introduction of Prosodic Phonology, the main debate in the realm of the interface concerned Indirect

Reference; this discussion is traced back in Scheer 2011. So-called direct syntax approaches held that prosodic constituency

mediating between morpho-syntactic and phonological representations is superfluous and complicates the statement of

phonological rules. Instead, Kaisse 1985 and Odden 1987, for example, argued that phonological rules should be allowed to make

direct reference to morpho-syntactic structure and labels. That is, the entire interface architecture established by SPE is done away
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with on this count: there is no longer any representational management of the interface since translation of morpho-syntactic into

phonological vocabulary is eliminated. This move is therefore incompatible with modularity (see Direct Interface). Direct syntax was

common in early generative work on the interface, namely as a response to the frustration generated by boundaries (see Growing

Dissatisfaction with Boundaries in the 1970s). It peaked in the 1980s but then declined: the point of view of prosodic phonology is

more or less uncontroversial since the 1990s. More recently, though, direct syntax was revived in different environments: by Pak

2008 (in the section Distributed Morphology) and Samuels 2009, p. 284, which builds on minimalist/biolinguistic grounds, because

prosodic constituency is judged redundant. In OT, direct syntax is a natural (and unreflected) result of the scrambling tropism that

blurs or eliminates modular contours by mixing morphological, phonological, and phonetic instructions in the same computational

system (i.e., constraint hierarchy). Among a number of other devices, interface constraints are an instrument of direct syntax in OT,

as discussed by Anttila 2002. Van Oostendorp 2007 is also a case in point. Scheer 2011 provides a more detailed list of direct

syntax-based modularity violations in OT (and also a more general overview of such violations in interface theoriesin §702).

Elordieta 2008 offers an informed overview of issues related to the direct syntax approach.

Anttila, Arto. 2002. Morphologically conditioned phonological alternations. Natural Language and Linguistic Theory

20:1–42.

Provides an overview of so-called interface constraints, a common way in OT of importing morpho-syntactic information into

phonology. Interface constraints do direct syntax, but as is typical for the OT interface literature this is not mentioned or discussed.

Elordieta, Gorka. 2008. An overview of theories of the syntax-phonology interface. Journal of Basque Linguistics and

Philology 42:209–286.

Surveys theories of the syntax-phonology interface, systematically looking at issues through the lens of the contrast between

indirect reference and direct syntax approaches.

Kaisse, Ellen. 1985. Connected speech: The interaction of syntax and phonology. London and New York: Academic.

The book bundles arguments and data that plead for the direct syntax alternative and provides an organized platform for the

isolated voices of the late 1970s that chose this option because they were frustrated with SPE boundary theory (see Growing

Dissatisfaction with Boundaries in the 1970s).

Odden, David. 1987. Kimatuumbi phrasal phonology. Phonology 4:13–26.

Published in a special issue of what was then still the Phonology Yearbook, which launches the competition between direct syntax

and Prosodic Phonology. The author exposes a detailed description of external sandhi phenomena in Kimatuubi (Bantu, Tanzania),

arguing that if prosodic constituency were to be adopted for analysis, it would be “nearly indistinguishable from the direct reference

theory”(p. 13).

Pak, Marjorie. 2008. The postsyntactic derivation and its phonological reflexes. PhD diss., Univ. of Pennsylvania.

Pak argues that if direct syntax is correct, the Prosodic Hierarchy is redundant and needs to be done away with altogether. This

shift of labor from prosodic constituency back into morpho-syntax is also a consequence of the minimalist-driven inflation of PF,

which especially in DM becomes a whole continent where all kinds of operations are carried out.

Samuels, Bridget. 2009. The structure of phonological theory. PhD diss., Harvard Univ.

In a minimalist environment where much labor is shifted from syntax to a strongly expanded PF, the author argues that there is no

longer any need for an independent level of prosodic constituency.

Scheer, Tobias. 2011. A guide to morphosyntax-phonology interface theories. How extra-phonological information is
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treated in phonology since Trubetzkoy’s Grenzsignale. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.

Describes the discontent with SPE boundary theory of the late 1970s and the resulting competition between SPE-continuing

Prosodic Phonology and direct syntax approaches that took place in the 1980s. The book also provides details of how OT jollily

violates Indirect Reference and hence modularity without this being reflected.

van Oostendorp, Marc. 2007. Derived environment effects and consistency of exponence. In Freedom of analysis? Edited

by Sylvia Blaho, Patrick Bye, and Martin Krämer, 123–148. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Introduces Colored Containment, the author’s theory of the interface that combines an early OT take on faithfulness (that was by

and large abandoned in favor of Correspondence Theory later on) and Containment Theory, with an original view of what

morphological information is exactly visible for phonological computation.

Direct Interface

Scheer 2012 argues that the representational management of the interface has always been diacritic: objects that were inserted

into the linear string are # (juncture phonemes in structuralism, boundaries in SPE) or φ etc., in Prosodic Phonology. They are

arbitrarily chosen and interchangeable. In cognitive science, as evidenced by Fodor 1983, modules are defined by so-called

domain specificity: every computational domain works with a proprietary vocabulary and cannot parse or understand items that do

not belong to this alphabet. Therefore intermodular communication requires translation from one vocabulary into another, as

discussed, for example, by Segal 1996 and Gerrans 2002. Hashmarks, phis and the like, however, do not belong to the vocabulary

of phonological computation (which identifies as labial, occlusion, etc.). Also, #, φ, and other diacritics have no existence in

phonology aside from storing morpho-syntactic information. Since its earliest incarnation in the 1950s, Chomskyan linguistics and

the generative architecture of grammar have applied the theory of modularity to language. Therefore, Scheer 2012 argues, the

headstone of modularity, domain specificity, cannot be circumvented. Therefore Direct Interface holds that there are no mediating

diacritics between morpho-syntactic and phonological vocabulary. That is, carriers of morpho-syntactic information in phonology are

truly phonological objects (i.e., ones which exist in phonology in the absence of morpho-syntactic conditioning). Scheer 2012

contends that candidates for carrying morpho-syntactic information reduce to syllabic space (depending on the theory, moras,

nuclei, CV units, etc.). Lowenstamm 1999 made the first step in this direction by arguing that the beginning of the word materializes

as an empty CV unit in phonology. Scheer 2009 and Scheer 2012 considers the initial CV from the perspective of external sandhi,

proposing that it is phase-, rather than word-initial.

Fodor, Jerry. 1983. The modularity of the mind. Cambridge, MA: MIT-Bradford.

The author condenses the standard theory of cognitive science into modularity. According to him, the mind is made of two types of

entities: modules and central systems. The former are input-driven computational systems that work on a domain-specific symbolic

vocabulary, that are non-teleological and fast, and that make no errors or decisions. The latter are teleological and make decisions

based on the information provided by modular computation.

Gerrans, Philip. 2002. Modularity reconsidered. Language and Communication 22:259–268.

Assessment of the modular theory of mind in the concert of individual disciplines (especially cognitive neuropsychology) and

relative to its critics. The article examines the notion of informational encapsulation as well as the relationship between modules

and central systems.

Lowenstamm, Jean. 1999. The beginning of the word. In Phonologica 1996. Edited by John Rennison and Klaus

Kühnhammer, 153–166. The Hague: Holland Academic Graphics.

Introduction of the idea that morpho-syntactic information (i.e., the beginning of the word) is carried into phonology by syllabic

space, which is an empty CV unit.
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Scheer, Tobias. 2009. External sandhi: What the initial CV is initial of. Studi e Saggi Linguistici 47:43–82.

On the basis of an external sandhi phenomenon in Corsican, the article shows that the initial CV cannot be word-initial in this

language: rather, it is utterance-initial. In order to cover the variation between word-initial and utterance-initial distribution of the

initial CV, Scheer argues that it is actually phases that are headed by the initial CV.

Scheer, Tobias. 2012. Direct interface and one-channel translation. In A non-diacritic theory of the morphosyntax-

phonology interface: A lateral theory of phonology. Vol. 2. Berlin: de Gruyter.

Introduces a non-diacritic alternative called Direct Interface. It also argues that intermodular translation (i.e., the conversion of one

type of vocabulary into another) should not be computational (as it is today for hashmarks, omegas, etc.), but rather based on a

lexical access, as is vocabulary insertion. All items in the input to phonological computation, then, have the same origin: the lexicon.

Segal, Gabriel. 1996. The modularity of theory of mind. In Theories of theories of mind. Edited by P. Carruthers and P.

Smith, 141–157. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

A good introduction to what modularity is: its history, properties, applications, relevance in different disciplines.

Derivational Management

The representational management of the interface is reviewed in Representational Management. Below the derivational means of

bearing on phonology is considered. This option is based on the idea that arranging the chunks that spell-out sends to phonology in

a specific way and eventually restricting their accessibility (no look-back devices), produces effects in the output of phonological

computation.

Lexical Phonology

In SPE, the interface was both representational and procedural. Phonological rules could make reference to brackets, which

delineated cycles, as well as to hashmarks, which are the representational means of carrying morpho-syntactic information into the

phonology. Lexical phonology achieves a maximal turnout from the procedural management of the interface, which was only

introduced by Chomsky, et al. 1956; see the sections on Pre-SPE and No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s). Cyclic

derivation (of which Bermúdez-Otero 2011 provides an overview) is thus a specifically prominent feature of Lexical Phonology.

Kiparsky 1982 is generally quoted as the initial spark of Lexical Phonology (it is also the condensation of Kiparsky’s work in the

1970s that aimed at restricting the generative power of SPE). This result was prepared by Pesetsky 1979 and Rubach 1981. The

theory then was given canonical expression in the book-length descriptions by Rubach 1984 and Mohanan 1986. The early state of

the art is photographed by Kaisse and Shaw 1985, while Kaisse and McMahon 2011 provide a recent overview that also takes into

account OTed versions of the theory.

Bermúdez-Otero, Ricardo. 2011. Cyclicity. In The Blackwell Companion to Phonology. Edited by Marc van Oostendorp,

Colin Ewen, Elizabeth Hume, and Keren Rice, 2019–2048. Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell.

Overview of the different incarnations of cyclic spell-out, and the relevance thereof for lexical phonology.

Kaisse, Ellen, and Patricia Shaw. 1985. On the theory of lexical phonology. Phonology Yearbook 2:1–30.

Early overview of Lexical Phonology that puts emphasis on issues that were then important but later on slid out of focus (such as

bracket erasure).

Kaisse, Ellen, and April McMahon. 2011. Lexical phonology and the lexical syndrome. In The Blackwell Companion to
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Phonology. Edited by Marc van Oostendorp, Colin Ewen, Elizabeth Hume, and Keren Rice, 2236–2257. New York: Wiley-

Blackwell.

Overview of Lexical Phonology from a post-hoc perspective that attempts to identify its kernel properties and motivation, also

regarding the modern constraint-based environment.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1982. From cyclic phonology to lexical phonology. In The structure of phonological representations I.

Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 131–175. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Explains that Lexical Phonology is the junction of the abstractness debate of the 1970s, affix classes and Siegel’s affix ordering

generalization. These strands condense into the heart of Lexical Phonology, the interspersing of word formation and phonological

rules (interactionism).

Mohanan, Karuvannur. 1986. The theory of lexical phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Reidel.

Introduces Lexical Phonology and is a standard textbook. It promotes Mohanan’s version of the theory that encompasses a number

of idiosyncrasies such as bracket erasure.

Pesetsky, David. 1979. Russian morphology and lexical theory. Cambridge: MIT.

Pesetsky’s generals paper, which was never published. Based on the analysis of Russian vowel-zero alternations (yers), the author

proposes that word formation and phonological rules are interwoven. The manuscript thus appears to be the first occurrence of

interactionism in the literature. Available online.

Rubach, Jerzy. 1981. Cyclic phonology and palatalization in Polish and English. Warsaw, Poland: Wydawnictwa

Universytetu Warszawskiego.

Credited for introducing the distinction between lexical and postlexical phonology (see Outside the Lexicon (Post-lexical

Phonology)).

Rubach, Jerzy. 1984. Cyclic and lexical phonology: The structure of Polish. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Introduces the theory, and in an in-depth analysis applies it to Polish. Together with Laskowski’s (1975) book and Gussmann’s

(1980) monograph on Polish, it lays the foundations for the generative analysis of this language.

Affix Classes

The critical discovery behind the establishment of Lexical Phonology was the existence of two classes of affixes in English, and of

their non-arbitrary ordering with respect to the stem. Relevant generalizations for the former insight were made by SPE (Chomsky

and Halle 1968, p. 84ff), for the latter in Siegel 1974. Siegel’s affix-ordering generalization will later turn out to be incorrect (see

section Anti-interactionist Arguments.).

Chomsky, Noam, and Morris Halle. 1968. The sound pattern of English. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Describes two sets of affixes in English that show consistently contrasting behavior with respect to a number of phonological and

morphological processes. Class 1 is (typically) of Romance origin and shifts stress (párent - parént-al), while class 2 represents the

Germanic lexicon and is stress-neutral (párent - párent-hood).

Siegel, Dorothy. 1974. Topics in English morphology. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Establishes an empirical generalization: class 2 affixes can never occur closer to the stem than class one affixes. Hence, the
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combinations: class 1 + class 1 (univers-al -ity ), class 2 + class 2 (beauty-ful -ness ), class 1 + class 2 (univers-al -ness ) occur,

but class 2 + class 1 is absent from the record (*piti-less -ity , *guard-ed -ity , etc.).

Abstractness Debate

Lexical Phonology also has roots in the abstractness debate that was initiated by Kiparsky 1968–1973 and that dominated the

1970s. Given the overgenerating SPE mechanics, it was clear that the expressive power of the grammar needed to be restricted

somehow. Restrictions on possible underlying representations were introduced by Kiparsky 1973 and its (revised) Alternation

Condition, while Chomsky 1973 and its strict cycle condition cut down the power of the computational component, flanked by

Chomsky 1970 and its watering down of transformational power in morphology. On the phonological side of this movement toward

a less permissive grammar, the critical question was the attitude toward alternations that are subject to more or less heavy

morphological conditioning. In the name of phonological realism, Natural Generative Phonology banned a rule from phonology as

soon as its formulation involved the slightest bit of morphological information (see Natural Generative Phonology). Contrasting with

this radical position, Kiparsky tried not to throw out the baby with the bathwater: abstractness is not bad in itself; therefore, only a

certain kind of abstractness needs to be done away with. In this sense, Lexical Phonology may be viewed as an attempt to maintain

as much morpho-syntax as possible in the computational device of phonology while cutting away the wildest outgrowths of

SPE-induced overgeneration.

Chomsky, Noam. 1970. Remarks on nominalisation. In Readings in English transformational grammar. Edited by R.

Jacobs and P. Rosenbaum, 184–221. Walthamm, MA: Ginn.

Chomsky aims to unload derivational morphology: words such as reduction, transmission, and recital are not the result of

morphological computation. Given that their formation is unproductive and semantically opaque, Chomsky argues, they are stored

in the lexicon as a whole. The article is therefore considered to be the initial spark of lexicalism that was typical in the 1970s and

the 1980s.

Chomsky, Noam. 1973. Conditions on transformations. In A Festschrift for Morris Halle. Edited by Stephen Anderson and

Paul Kiparsky, 232–286. New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Chomsky proposes the Strict Cycle Condition, which is designed to prevent rules from applying if they do not use material that was

introduced on the latest cycle (“use new material!”). The effect is that rules are blocked whose structural description is met by a

string that is made exclusively of material that belongs to a previous cycle.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1968–1973. How abstract is phonology? In Three Dimensions of Linguistic Theory. Edited by Osamu

Fujimura, 5–56. Tokyo: TEC.

This article defined the research program of the field in the 1970s: how can the unbounded generative power of SPE be controlled?

The Alternation Condition here defines what a possible underlying representation is: in case a morpheme shows no alternation on

the surface, it must not be any different in its underlying form. This results in a ban against absolute neutralization.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1973. Abstractness, opacity and global rules. In Three Dimensions in Phonological Theory. Edited by

Osamu Fujimura, 57–86. Tokyo: TEC.

In his Revised Alternation Condition (RAC), Kiparsky introduces derived environments, which will later on become a central piece of

Lexical Phonology (Strict Cycle Condition, see Derived Environment Effects). The RAC stipulates that obligatory neutralization rules

apply only in (morphologically or phonologically) derived environments. Hence, trisyllabic shortening, for example, cannot apply to

nightingale because the strings at hand are underived.

Inside the Lexicon (Strata/Levels and Interactionism)

Affix classes, affix ordering, and the abstractness debate were condensed into what may be called classical Lexical Phonology.

1 1 2 2 1 2
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This move is described at the outset of Kiparsky 1982. The critical innovation that managed to kill two birds with one stone was the

idea of interspersing word formation rules with phonological rules: first phonology is applied to a piece, then an affix is

concatenated, then more phonology is done on the new string created, then another affix is concatenated, etc. This procedural

scrambling of concatenation and (phonological) interpretation was called interactionism later on. In current minimalism, it is the

cornerstone of Phase Theory where concatenation and interpretation are also interleaved (see the section on Derivation by Phase).

Interactionism accounts for affix ordering by assuming the existence of several procedurally defined levels (or strata) that the

morpho-phonological derivation runs through without being able to loop back (level ordering), as explained by Rubach and Booij

2003. An important consequence of the stratal architecture is the existence of multiple morpheme-specific mini-phonologies: this is

how affix classes are managed. In English, for example, class one and class two affixes are computed at different strata and by

different grammars: Mohanan and Mohanan 1984, for example, explains that the set of rules and/or rule ordering that computes the

former is distinct from the one that transforms the latter. Morpheme-specific mini-grammars have a modern offspring in current OT

in terms of Derivational Stratal OT, Optimality Theory (DOT), co-phonologies, and indexed constraints (see section Morpheme-

Specific Mini-Grammars.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1982. From cyclic phonology to lexical phonology. In The structure of phonological representations I.

Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 131–175. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

The foundational article of lexical phonology where the author gathers different strands of inquiry that emerged in the 1970s in

order to bundle them in a formal framework based on the stratal architecture.

Mohanan, Karuvannur, and Tara Mohanan. 1984. Lexical phonology of the consonant system in Malayalam. Linguistic

Inquiry 15:575–602.

Classical Lexical Phonology holds up a single pool of rules. These then freely “intervene”at a particular stratum or postlexically. A

given rule may also happily apply in several locations: for example at stratum 1 and postlexically, but not at stratum 2. This way of

organizing the stratal architecture is called domain assignment (or the Stratum Domain Hypothesis).

Rubach, Jerzy, and Geert Booij. 2003. Lexical phonology: Overview. In International encyclopedia of linguistics. 2d ed.

Edited by William Frawley, 443–447. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

An informative and concise overview of the mechanics of Lexical Phonology in its classical incarnation.

Outside the Lexicon (Post-lexical Phonology)

Booij 1997 mentions that Prague Linguistic Circle 1931 made a distinction between the phonology of words (phonologie du mot)

and the phonology of sentences (phonologie de la phrase). Rubach 1981 introduces this Praguian segregation into generative

theory. This is what is known as postlexical rules today. Postlexical rules apply to chunks above the word level: they are “automatic”

or “low-level”and opposed to word-constructing lexical rules, which Lexical Phonology places in the Lexicon. Postlexical rules are

held to be non-cyclic (without argument, though: Kiparsky 1982). That is, once words are concatenated by the syntax, the entire

string of a full sentence constitutes one single computational domain to which postlexical rules apply. The non-cyclic nature of

postlexical phonology is incompatible with current minimalist Phase Theory (see Intermodular Argumentation).

Booij, Geert. 1997. Non-derivational phonology meets lexical phonology. In Derivations and constraints in phonology.

Edited by Iggy Roca, 261–288. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Published in a volume that assesses derivational outlooks on phonology in the context of early OT where any derivational

mechanism was prohibited, the article makes a case for the serial ordering of strata. Within strata, however, computation may be

entirely parallel. This is what is now known as Stratal OT.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1982. From cyclic phonology to lexical phonology. In The structure of phonological representations I.

Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 131–175. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.
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Lexical Phonology imposes the non-cyclic interpretation of words without discussion. Kiparsky simply decrees that the

concatenation of words is not cyclic: “[T]he former, the rules of lexical phonology, are intrinsically cyclic because they reapply after

each step of word-formation at their morphological level. The latter, the rules of postlexical phonology, are intrinsically noncyclic”(p.

131–132) f(emphasis in original).

Prague Linguistic Circle. 1931. Projet de terminologie phonologique standardisée. Travaux du Cercle Linguistique de

Prague 4:309–323.

Earliest source for the distinction of a type of phonological computation that considers strings of morphemes and another type that

assesses strings of words.

Rubach, Jerzy. 1981. Cyclic phonology and palatalization in Polish and English. Warsaw, Poland: Wydawnictwa

Universytetu Warszawskiego.

On the backdrop of the systematic difference between regular and surface palatalization in Polish, the author concludeson pp. 18ff

that phonological rules should be split into two separate and derivationally ordered blocks: first all regular rules apply; the output of

this computation is then further assessed by “automatic”or surface-oriented rules (such as the distribution of aspiration in English,

or surface palatalization in Polish).

Trade-off between Representational and Derivational Management of the Interface

SPE-type boundaries could either trigger or block a phonological process. The hashmark in /parent#hood/ blocked stress

assignment to the whole word after class 2 /-#hood/ was concatenated because the main stress rule stipulates that it only applies to

strings that do not contain any #. The result is párenthood (since the stress rule applied to inner parent-cycle). Stress assignment

does apply to the whole word /parent+al/, since precisely class 1 /-+al/ comes with a +, rather than a # (this is the definition of affix

class-membership). In SPE, the hashmark can also trigger rules if they are specified to apply only in its presence. This is the case

of nasal cluster simplification in English: /sign/ and /sign-ing / are pronounced without the g that is realized in /sign-ature /. The

distribution is thus that g is deleted word-finally and before class 2 affixes, while it is pronounced before class 1 affixes (the same

goes for mn-m: damn, damn-ing , damn-ation ). Since class 2 affixes come with a # and the right edge of words is also marked by

a #, there is a natural class of deletion contexts: before #. Hence, the g-deletion rule is specified to apply only before #: in other

words, # in this case has a rule-triggering function. In Lexical Phonology, rule-blocking boundaries translate as level 1 rules, while

rule-triggering boundaries incarnate as level 2 rules. An immediate (and unintended) effect of the stratal architecture of Lexical

Phonology is to do away with rule-blocking boundaries altogether: this function is entirely taken over by the procedural

management of morpho-syntactic information: the stress assignment rule applies to /parent al / at level one but cannot apply to

/parent hood / at level two, since it is absent from this stratum. Therefore, no representational units (such as # or +) are needed.

This fact is recognized by Kiparsky 1982 and Mohanan 1986. The elimination of boundaries is achieved at the expense of two new

devices: the diacritic specification of every rule for the level(s) it applies to (for domain assignment, see Inside the Lexicon

(Strata/Levels and Interactionism)). For rule-triggering boundaries, an extra device is needed: edge-indicating brackets and bracket

erasure (for more on this, see Brackets and Bracket Erasure).

Kiparsky, Paul. 1982. From cyclic phonology to lexical phonology. In The structure of phonological representations I.

Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 131–175. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

In this chapter Kiparsky notes: “Boundary symbols such as + and # can be entirely eliminated from phonological representations.

The requisite information is carried by the appropriate ordering of levels and the morphological bracketing of the string”(p. 139).

Mohanan, Karuvannur. 1986. The theory of lexical phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Reidel.

The elimination of boundaries was an unintended side effect of the theory: “SPE makes use of boundary symbols like +, # and ##

[… ]. Instead of using such symbols, the phonological rules in LP (a) refer to the beginning and the end of morphological forms, and

(b) are specified for their domain of application in terms of lexical strata”(p. 18).
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Brackets and Bracket Erasure

While the stratal architecture alone can take over the labor of rule-blocking boundaries, it is unable to account for the rule-triggering

pattern (see Trade-off Between Representational and Derivational Management of the Interface). Based on the cyclic structure of

the string, a no look-back device is needed. No look-back devices are discussed in Chunk Definition and No Look-Back Devices

and Phase Theory: they make a difference between “old”(already computed) and “new”(freshly concatenated, i.e., not yet

computed) strings and restrict access of phonological computation to the former. There are two no look-back devices that were

entertained in Lexical Phonology: Mohanan 1986 and its bracket erasure and Kiparsky 1982 and its Strict Cycle Condition (cited

under Derived Environment Effects). The former accounts for the rule-triggering function of boundaries. G-deletion is a level-2 rule

and makes reference to a bracket: g → ø/__ [+nasal]]. All morphemes come enclosed by brackets, and at the end of each level

internal brackets are erased. Hence, [sign] reaches level 2 in its lexical state, and g is deleted by virtue of the g-deletion rule at level

2, since /gn/ is followed by the closing bracket that is specified in the rule. In the same way, /sign-ing / reaches level 2 as [[sign]

[ing]] since -ing is freshly concatenated at level 2. The velar is deleted because again /gn/ is followed by a closing bracket. By

contrast the class 1 suffix of /sign-ature / is already concatenated at level 1, producing [[sign] [ature]], but then at the end of this

level inner brackets are erased and the string enters level 2 as [sign ature]. Since /gn/ is not followed by a closing bracket, the

g-deletion rule is toothless and does not apply.

Mohanan, Karuvannur. 1986. The theory of lexical phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Reidel.

The first and central book-length introduction to Lexical Phonology, which has become a standard, also from a post-hoc

perspective. The author introduces brackets and bracket erasure in order to be able to account for nasal cluster simplification in

English (i.e., for what in SPE were rule-triggering boundaries).

Derived Environment Effects

The idea that phonological processes do not apply within morphemes (i.e., when the trigger and the target belong to the same

morpheme) has emerged from the abstractness debate of the 1970s (see Abstractness Debate) and Kiparsky’s continuous

attempts to restrict the variability of underlying forms ([revised] alternation condition). In lexical phonology, this strand of inquiry was

then condensed into the notion of derived environment effects and the associated Strict Cycle Condition (SCC), by Halle 1978 and

Kiparsky 1982 (see Cole 1995). The latter restricts the application of processes to strings that have already undergone some

phonological or morphological operation: underived items remain unaffected. On the classical definition, an item counts as derived

if and only if it is either morphologically complex (i.e., if some concatenation has taken place) or the result of the application of a

phonological rule. For a long time, derived environment effects (nonderived environment blocking as Kiparksy calls them later on)

were a trademark of Lexical Phonology, but Kiparsky 1993 concludes that the empirical generalization is wrong. Since then the

SCC has been abandoned. Van Oostendorp 2007 proposes a different mechanism based on consistency of exponence in order to

grasp the insight that some processes do not apply to unmodified underlying forms.

Cole, Jennifer. 1995. The cycle in phonology. In The handbook of phonological theory. Edited by John Goldsmith, 70–113.

Oxford: Blackwell.

Cole points out that Kiparsky’s SCC does two things that are logically unrelated: it restricts the application of cyclic rules to derived

environments and encodes Chomsky 1973 and its no look-back device (see Abstractness Debate). The former continues

Kiparsky’s revised alternation condition, while the latter introduces the no look-back idea.

Halle, Morris. 1978. Formal vs. functional considerations in phonology. Studies in the Linguistic Sciences 8:123–134.

The literature credits Kiparsky 1982 for the SCC, but the fusion of derived environment effects and Chomsky’s SCC (see the

comment on Cole 1995) was already operating in this article: “The version of the constraint on cyclic rule application that I propose

below is a combination of certain suggestions made by Kiparsky (1973: 60), with others due to Mascaró (1976: 9)”(p. 131).

Kiparsky, Paul. 1982. From cyclic phonology to lexical phonology. In The structure of phonological representations I.

Edited by Harry van der Hulst and Norval Smith, 131–175. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.
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The foundational article of Lexical Phonology, which on the backdrop of a convergence of several strands of inquiry derives the

SCC.

Kiparsky, Paul. 1993. Blocking in nonderived environments. In Studies in lexical phonology. Edited by Sharon Hargus and

Ellen Kaisse, 277–313. San Diego, CA: Academic.

Kiparsky admits that rule behavior with respect to derived environments cannot be predicted. He shows that Nonderived

Environment Blocking (NDEB) is neither specific to cyclic nor to lexical rules. Kiparsky therefore abandons the strategy to add

patches to a theory that is void of empirical content: the SCC is on the wrong track and discredits the overall architecture of the

theory.

van Oostendorp, Marc. 2007. Derived environment effects and consistency of exponence. In Freedom of analysis? Edited

by Sylvia Blaho, Patrick Bye, and Martin Krämer, 123–148. Berlin: Mouton deGruyter.

The author introduces his theory of the morphology-phonology interface, Colored Containment (see Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic

Phonology) on the backdrop of derived environment effects and consistency of exponence.

Selective Spell-out

Selective spell-out is the idea that not all nodes of the morpho-syntactic structure leave traces in the phonology or, in other words,

are translated into phonological structure and therefore can be accessed by phonological instructions. In SPE, all affixes and words

triggered a new cycle (except for two successive affixes of the same major category). Halle and Vergnaud 1987 introduces the idea

that only a subset of morpho-syntactic nodes is translated into phonology at all. Today selective spell-out is the headstone of phase

theory.

Halle and Vergnaud

Halle and Vergnaud 1987 introduces a new idea into cycle-based (and hence procedural) interface thinking: selective spell-out.

Since Chomsky, et al. 1956 (cited under No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s)), it was (tacitly) assumed that all

nodes of the morpho-syntactic tree are visible in cyclic structure. Halle and Vergnaud now propose that this is only the privilege of a

subset of nodes. In 21st-century minimalism, this idea is the heart of Phase Theory: not every node is a phase head, and only

phase heads trigger interpretation (see Chunk Definition). Halle and Vergnaud 1987 holds that their model is a version of Lexical

Phonology, except that they reject interactionism (see Inside the Lexicon (Strata/Levels and Interactionism)). They argue (regarding

this issue and otherwise) that the workings of SPE are correct and need to be restored: all concatenation occurs before all

interpretation (anti-interactionism, see Anti-interactionist Arguments). Beyond this overtly advertised bone of contention with Lexical

Phonology, and pace their self-understanding, Halle and Vergnaud 1987 dismisses all key properties of Lexical Phonology: strata

(as a consequence of the rejection of interactionism, prepared by Sproat 1985), Praguian segregation (distinct computational

systems for strings of morphemes and strings of words, see Outside the Lexicon (Post-lexical Phonology)) and the management of

affix class-based phenomena by multiple mini-grammars (see Inside the Lexicon (Strata/Levels and Interactionism)). Halle and

Vergnaud 1987 is a book about stress, not about the interface. The interface as such only plays a role in chapter 3, which is called

Stress and the Cycle. The related interface theory only really emerged in subsequent work such as Halle and Kenstowicz 1991. It

also has a modern offspring (e.g., Halle and Matushansky 2006, Halle and Nevins 2009).

Halle, Morris, and Michael Kenstowicz. 1991. The free element condition and cyclic versus non-cyclic stress. Linguistic

Inquiry 22:457–501.

Halle and Vergnaud 1987 introduces Stress Erasure: prior to the application of the stress rule, all previously assigned stresses are

eliminated. Stress erasure prompts a concern regarding the contrast between condensation and compensation, which until today is

an oft-quoted pair that roots in SPE. Halle and Kenstowicz explore a patch that was introduced by Halle and Vergnaud 1987: Stress

Copy.
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Halle, Morris, and Ora Matushansky. 2006. The morphophonology of Russian adjectival inflection. Linguistic Inquiry

37:351–404.

Application of the Halle and Vergnaud architecture (cyclic vs. postcyclic rules) to the analysis of Russian adjectival declension.

Halle, Morris, and Andrew Nevins. 2009. Rule application in phonology. In Contemporary views on architecture and

representations in phonological theory. Edited by Eric Raimy and Charles E. Cairns, 355–382. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

The article defends ordered rules in the OT-dominated field. The grammatical architecture used is the one of Halle and Vergnaud

1987.

Halle, Morris, and Jean-Roger Vergnaud. 1987. An essay on stress. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Although advertising that their model is a version of Lexical Phonology (in times where the field was mostly dominated by this

theory), Halle and Vergnaud in fact undo the architectural innovations of Lexical Phonology and restore the complete technology of

SPE. The restoration of “all concatenation before all interpretation”(i.e., anti-interactionism) is only the tip of the iceberg.

Sproat, Richard. 1985. On deriving the lexicon. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Sproat argues in favor of the idea that morphology and syntax are expressions of the same computational system whose difference

lies only in the size of the pieces that are concatenated (this is also the take of Distributed Morphology [see Distributed

Morphology]). Sproat also calls into question the difference between the properties of lexical and postlexical phonological rules.

Anti-interactionist Arguments

Interactionism (supplemented with level ordering) enforces affix ordering (on the latter see Affix Classes). Affix ordering is therefore

a prime target for anybody who wants to do away with interactionism: in its absence, there is no reason for affixes to observe a

specific order. This is precisely the line of attack Halle and Vergnaud 1987, cited under Selective Spell-out: Halle and Vergnaud

uses: they call on Aronoff 1976, which has collected empirical evidence against affix ordering (so-called bracketing paradoxes), but

that for some reason did not have much impact. Bracketing paradoxes are cases where a class 2 affix occurs closer to the root

than a class 1 affix (such as in develop-mént -al ). Another argument against affix ordering is so-called dual membership (i.e., the

fact that some affixes seem to belong to several affix classes, as discussed, e.g., by Giegerich 1999). Finally, Fabb 1988 shows

that affix ordering overgenerates. Today it is fairly undisputed that affix ordering is indeed empirically unsustainable.

Aronoff, Mark. 1976. Word formation in generative grammar. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

A groundbreaking book that defined the generative outlook on morphology.

Fabb, Nigel. 1988. English suffixation is constrained only be selectional restrictions. Natural Language and Linguistic

Theory 6:527–539.

Observes that affix ordering overgenerates: given the number of suffixes, their class membership and all other combinatorial

restrictions, there should be 459 possible suffix pairs. The number of attested pairs, however, only amounts to fifty.

Giegerich, Heinz. 1999. Lexical strata in English. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

A given affix may sometimes show class 1 or at other times class 2 behavior. On p. 21ffGiegerich provides detailed discussion of

cases in point such as -ment and -ation. Pairs such as cómparable “roughly the same”vs. compárable “able to be compared”also

illustrate dual membership: stress shift identifies class 1 membership, hence there must be two able suffixes.

2 1

Juncture and Boundary - Linguistics - Oxford Bibliographies http://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-978019977...

29 sur 38 29/04/2016 00:00



OT

The essence of OT being parallel computation (i.e., anti-serialism), the issues that this theory needed to address when adapting

classical interface theory to the new environment revolved around the derivational question: how can mapping rules be replaced by

parallel constraints and what about the serial order of concatenation (morphology) and interpretation (phonology)? Also, how could

cyclic derivation and strata be made non-serial?

Prosodic Morphology

Prosodic Morphology as characterized by McCarthy and Prince 1996 was not concerned with the interface as such; however, as a

forerunner of OT, it produced two central mechanisms that are used for interface purposes in this theory: correspondence and

alignment. McCarthy and Prince 2001 explain this in the introduction to the ROA version of the original (and unpublished) 1986

manuscript. Downing 2006 provides an overview from a post-hoc perspective.

Downing, Laura. 2006. Canonical forms in prosodic morphology. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Recapitulates the two periods that prosodic morphology has known: representational and anti-representational. After the advent of

OT, here as elsewhere representational units could not be considered linguistic primes anymore, as the only decision-making entity

is the constraint chamber: generalizations must be expressed in terms of processes and not in terms of objects. The

constraint-based version of Prosodic Morphology is called Generalized Template Theory.

McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 1996. Prosodic morphology 1986. Linguistics Department Faculty Publication 13.

ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst.

The original manuscript of Prosodic Morphology, very influential but never published.

McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 2001. Prosodic morphology: Constraint interaction and satisfaction. Rutgers University

Community Repository. Ms, Rutgers Optimality Archive (ROA) #482.

An updated and augmented version of the original manuscript. Explains the transition from the original rule-based to the

constraint-based environment and the role that Prosodic Morphology played in the genesis of OT.

Constraint-Based Instead of Rule-Based Mapping

Optimality Theory is a theory of constraint interaction, hence of computation and not of representation. There are no genuine OT

representations: the theory makes no claim regarding objects. Therefore using this or that type of representation is the

responsibility of every analyst and subject to debate. This state of affairs is remarkably different from the situation that prevails in

other frameworks: theories propose a particular representational vocabulary. This vocabulary is then also made the basic alphabet

of the representational side of the interface: juncture phonemes in structuralism, [-segment] segments in SPE, autosegmental

prosodic domains in Prosodic Phonology. OT simply uses the representational stock of the 1980s, which in the realm of the

interface means that the Prosodic Hierarchy is taken over, adapted to the constraint-based environment. Since there are no

ordered rules in OT, mapping cannot be done by mapping rules but instead must be carried out by constraints. Constraint-based

mapping, then, is based on Selkirk 1986 and its edge-based mapping (see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping) and Prosodic

Morphology (see Prosodic Morphology). Its instrument is the ALIGN family of constraints, as exposed by McCarthy and Prince

1993 and Itô and Mester 1999. More recently, mapping was modified in response to minimalist phase theory, which defines

phonologically relevant chunks derivationally (see Chunk Definition and Derivation by Phase). In this environment, mapping is

supposed to build on phase structure (prosodic islands), which is available independently of phonological of mapping

considerations. Related issues are discussed in Phase-Based Mapping (Prosodic Islands). Finally, responding to evidence and

criticisms that challenge the monolithic character of the Strict Layer Hypothesis (see Emerging from Post-SPE), Selkirk 1996 cuts

down the generalization into four more primitive component constraints that can be manipulated independently.
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Itô, Junko, and Armin Mester. 1999. Realignment. In The prosody-morphology interface. Edited by René Kager, Harry van

der Hulst, and Wim Zonneveld, 188–217. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Overview introducing alignment theory, also written from a historical point of view.

McCarthy, John, and Alan Prince. 1993. Generalized alignment. In Yearbook of morphology 1993. Edited by Geert Booij

and Jaap van Marle, 79–153. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Kluwer.

Building on alignment rules proposed by Selkirk 1984, cited under Emerging from Post-SPE p. 52ff, the authors understand the

Prosodic Hierarchy as a (mis)match of morpho-syntactic constituency and phonologically relevant chunks of the linear string. The

operation that relates both, mapping, may thus be described as the (mis)alignment of the edges of morpho-syntactic constituents

with the edges of prosodic constituents.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1996. The prosodic structure of function words. In Signal to syntax: Bootstrapping from syntax to

grammar in early acquisition. Edited by James Morgan and Katherine Demuth, 187–213. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

The author proposes that the Strict Layer Hypothesis is in fact a global impression created by four independent constraints:

layeredness, headedness, exhaustivity, and nonrecursivity. While the former two are universal (undominated in OT), the latter two

may be violated. The demotion of the SLH to a partially violable set of heterogeneous constraints has namely led to the

generalization of recursive prosodic structure (an ω dominating another ω, for example).

Anti-Cyclicity

Since Chomsky, et al. 1956, cited under No Look-Back Devices (Derivational, Until the 1980s), cyclic derivation lies at the heart of

generative interface theory: it was implemented by all theories prior to OT. In its classical incarnation, however, OT must reject

cyclic derivation because of the general anti-derivational orientation of the theory: grammatical workings of whatever nature must

be parallel. The intrinsically derivational character of cyclic derivation, and hence its absolute ban in OT, is made explicit by Kager

1999. Orgun 1999 provides an overview of the issue. Beyond OT, cyclicity was under fire from Declarative Phonology as in Cole

and Coleman 1992 because of its derivational character. Charges against interactionism were led from the quarters of Cognitive

Grammar and connectionism as for example in Goldsmith 1993, as well as for reasons of cognitive and computational plausibility,

e.g., by Sproat 1992.

Cole, Jennifer, and John Coleman. 1992. No need for cyclicity within generative grammar. In CLS 28: Parasession of the

cycle in linguistic theory. Edited by J. Denton, G. Chan, and C. Canakis, 36–50. Chicago: Chicago Linguistics Society.

A foundational property of Declarative Phonology is anti-derivationalism: input-output relations are held to be monostratal.

Therefore this theory must dismiss cyclic derivation.

Goldsmith, John. 1993. Harmonic Phonology. In The last phonological rule. Edited by John Goldsmith, 21–60. Chicago:

Univ. of Chicago Press.

Introduces the then-new trend in cognitive science: connectionism. A fundamental design property of connectionism is the rejection

of serial computation, which was standard since Turing’s work in the 1930s. Connectionism argues that serial computation is not

biologically realistic, since it would involve way too many operations in too little time. The alternative is the simultaneous execution

of computational operations.

Kager, René. 1999. Optimality Theory. Cambridge, UK: Cambridge Univ. Press.

Kager’s measure for attributing the label “derivational”is the existence of intermediate forms. This position reflects the holistic view

that considers a linguistic derivation as a whole without differentiating between inner- and inter-modular computation: for Kager

there is no difference between phonological computation and interface activity (communication between morpho-syntax and
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phonology).

Orgun, Cemil Orhan. 1999. Sign-Based Morphology: A declarative theory of phonology-morphology interleaving. In The

derivational residue in phonological Optimality Theory. Edited by Ben Hermans and Marc van Oostendorp, 247–268.

Amsterdam: Benjamins.

The author summarizes objections that have been levelled against cyclicity from various quarters.

Sproat, Richard. 1992. Morphology and computation. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

The author argues from a computational (i.e., machine-based) view that interleaving, for instance, of morphological and

phonological operations (i.e., interactionism) is computationally intractable.

Opacity and Adaptations of Lexical Phonology to OT

From the late 1990s on, the idea that holistic parallelism is wrong gained ground: phonology proper is strictly parallel, but its

interface with morpho-syntax may be derivational. This is the position of the heirs of lexical phonology, stratal OT and DOT (see

Morpheme-Specific Mini-Grammars). More recently, phonological computation itself is argued to be derivational by McCarthy 2007

and its revival of Prince and Smolensky 1993 and Harmonic Serialism; note that it was McCarthy who had engaged OT into the

strict defense of anti-derivationalism in the first place. All versions of OT with derivational elements were designed under the

pressure of opacity— and at the same time do the job of eliminating cyclicity. The reverse is not true, however: devices designed to

eliminate cyclicity (or what is taken as such) have got nothing to say about opacity. That a particular view on opacity impacts cyclic

spell-out makes sense: Green 2007, for example, points out that opaque derivations always involve the concatenation of some

morpheme.

Green, Anthony D. 2007. Phonology limited. Potsdam, Germany: Universitätsverlag Potsdam.

Green recalls that purely phonological opacity does not exist: opacity is necessarily related to the representation of morpho-

syntactic information in phonology, which in turn transits through the phonological cycle. Therefore the way to think about opacity is

to concentrate on how morpho-syntactic information impacts phonology.

McCarthy, John. 2007. Hidden generalizations: Phonological Opacity in Optimality Theory. London: Equinox.

Under the pressure of opacity, McCarthy abandons parallel computation and proposes Candidate Chains (OT-CC) instead. In

OT-CC, chains of candidates (rather than candidates) are evaluated. They take an input to the output step by step whereby each

move must be an improvement on the harmonic count. The steps in the chain then mimic intermediate stages of the traditional

rule-based approach.

Prince, Alan, and Paul Smolensky. 1993 [2004]. Optimality Theory: Constraint interaction in generative grammar. Malden,

MA: Blackwell.

The foundational text of OT. Anti-derivationalism was not an absolute mantra then: Prince and Smolensky entertain the option of

harmonic serialism.

Morpheme-Specific Mini-Grammars

There are four currently entertained approaches that implement morpheme-specific mini-grammars (which are a landmark of lexical

phonology, see Inside the Lexicon (Strata/Levels and Interactionism)): (1) co-phonologies as in Itô and Mester 1995, (2) indexed

constraints as promoted by Pater 2000, (3) Rubach 1997 Derivational Optimality Theory (DOT), and (4) stratal Ot introduced by

Kiparsky 2000 and Bermúdez-Otero 2012. The latter two are considered to be continuations of Lexical Phonology both in spirit and
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regarding their derivational character (although they explicitly do not take over all tenets of the 1980s), while the former two are not

thought of in these terms. The critical property that opposes Stratal OT/DOT on the one hand and co-phonologies/ indexed

constraints on the other is reranking. On the analysis of the former, mini-grammars apply in serial order, just like strata in classical

Lexical Phonology: first a string is interpreted at stratum 1/by mini-grammar 1, then it is assessed by stratum 2/mini-grammar 2.

The two mini-grammars do not exist independently at any given point in time; rather, there is only one single constraint chamber

whose content is rearranged once stratum 1 computation is completed. This operation is called reranking (of constraints in Eval); it

is reranking, and nothing else, that makes DOT and Stratal OT derivational. On the other hand, co-phonologies and indexed

constraints provide for permanently distinct mini-grammars that co-exist in parallel.

Bermúdez-Otero, Ricardo. 2012. The architecture of grammar and the division of labor in exponence. In The morphology

and phonology of exponence. Edited by Jochen Trommer, 8–83. Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press.

Undertakes a global comparison of instruments that are currently used in order to describe morphological influence on phonological

processes. He derives four guiding principles, which, he posits, derive a cyclic-stratal architecture. Both properties (cyclicity and

stratification), he argues, derive from necessity relating to storage and processing.

Itô, Junko, and Armin Mester. 1995. Japanese Phonology. In The handbook of phonological theory. Edited by John

Goldsmith, 816–838. Oxford: Blackwell.

Co-phonologies implement two parallel, permanent, and waterproof mini-grammars. Affixes, but also entire words, may be lexically

specified for selecting a specific co-phonology with a specific constraint ranking. When entire words are concerned, co-phonologies

mimic the traditional view on loanword phonology: each word is lexically specified as a member of a certain class such as “native,”

“foreign,”“latinate,”“learned,”and the like.

Kiparsky, Paul. 2000. Opacity and cyclicity. Linguistic Review 17:351–365.

The article is often quoted as the initial spark of Stratal OT. Kiparsky provides comparative discussion with a non-derivational

solution for cyclicity and opacity effects (Output-Output constraints) but does not address non-derivational instantiations of

morpheme-specific mini-grammars (indexed constraints, co-phonologies).

Pater, Joe. 2000. Nonuniformity in English stress: The role of ranked and lexically specific constraints. Phonology

17:237–274.

Unlike in co-phonologies, all string-specific constraints cohabitate in the same constraint ranking. Lexical items are specified for

computation by mini-grammar A or B as before. However, constraints come in two versions, A and B (e.g., FAITH and FAITH ).

Hence a lexical A item will only be assessed by the subset of A constraints, while B constraints compute only B items.

Rubach, Jerzy. 1997. Extrasyllabic consonants in Polish: Derivational Optimality Theory. In Derivations and constraints in

phonology. Edited by Iggy Roca, 551–581. Oxford: Clarendon.

Rubach was prominent in 1980s Lexical Phonology and the first to reintroduce serially ordered strata into OT. In 1997, this was

utterly heretical. The article is the first stage of an evolution that slowly took OT away from holistic anti-derivationalism by

introducing serial elements, and it paved the way for the abandonment of parallel computation as such (OT-CC, see Opacity and

Adaptations of Lexical Phonology to OT).

Distributed Morphology

The communication of morpho-syntax with phonology is not a primary concern of Distributed Morphology, which is studied in Harley

and Noyer 1999. Therefore relatively little work is available that directly concerns phonology; however, see Marvin 2002, Piggott

and Newell 2006, and Embick 2010. Yet a central tenet of Distributed Morphology straightforwardly impacts interface practice on

the derivational side: DM holds that morphology and syntax are run by the same computational system (the single engine

A B
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approach, going back to Sproat 1985, cited under Halle and Vergnaud). This excludes the existence of a lexicon in the sense of

Lexical Phonology: according to Marantz 1997, there is no difference between the computational system that builds words from

morphemes (in the lexicon), and the one that builds sentences from words (post-lexically). A corollary of this position is that there is

also only one computational system for phonology: morpheme-specific mini-phonologies (i.e., strata) and the Praguian distinction

between lexical and post-lexical phonology are dismissed. The theory (cofounded by Morris Halle) thus continues the restoration of

SPE that Halle and Vergnaud 1987 undertook (cited under Halle and Vergnaud): interactionism and hence the lexicon are banned,

and so are strata (i.e., the idea that there are several morpheme-specific mini-phonologies). Finally, a distinctive property of

Distributed Morphology is the fact that it is also concerned with semantic interpretation: while SPE, Lexical Phonology, Halle and

Vergnaud 1987 or Prosodic Phonology only try and account for the phonological behavior of morphologically complex items, DM

also aims to cover their semantic properties. This is relevant since concomitant and non-arbitrary effects are sometimes

encountered on both interpretative sides, as evidenced by Marvin 2002.

Embick, David. 2010. Localism versus globalism in morphology and phonology. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

The book is about the contention between DM and OT regarding phonologically conditioned allomorphy. OT scrambles

morphological and phonological instructions anyway (in the same constraint hierarchy) and therefore expects morphological

concatenation to be sensitive to phonological properties (globalism). The author argues that this view is missing important

generalizations. He argues for a restrictive impact of phonology (localism).

Harley, Heidi, and Rolf Noyer. 1999. Distributed morphology. Glot 4:3–9.

Introduces central tenets of Distributed Morphology: anti-lexicalism, late insertion, the non-difference of morphology and syntax and

the distribution of list-type information over three distinct lexica (this is where the name of the theory comes from).

Marantz, Alec. 1997. No escape from syntax: Don’t try morphological analysis in the privacy of your own lexicon.

University of Pennsylvania Working Papers in Linguistics 4.2: 201–225.

Marantz’s slogans “No escape from syntax”and “Syntactic hierarchical structure all the way down”illustrate the claim that there is

only one gluing operation for both morphemes and words: Merge. Lexical Phonology concatenates items in two distinct locations

and computes the interpretation of sound and meaning twice: once in the lexicon whose output are words, and again after syntax,

which produces sentences.

Marvin, Tatjana. 2002. Topics in the stress and syntax of words. PhD diss., Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

Cómparable vs. compárable is analyzed as a structural contrast: in the former, -able is merged directly to the root, while in the latter

the root first merges with v. Cómparable is both phonologically and semantically opaque: it means “roughly the same”and has

initial stress. Compárable is fully transparent: it means “to be able to be compared”and has regular penultimate stress.

Piggott, Glyne, and Heather Newell. 2006. Syllabification and the spell-out of phases in Ojibwa words. McGill Working

Papers in Linguistics 20:39–64.

Argues for a PF movement analysis in the absence of any syntactic phenomenon: the trigger is phonological (anti-hiatus reaction),

and the responding PF movement is syntactically undetectable.

Phase Theory

Phase Theory emerged from minimalist thinking in the early 2000s, or rather revived old ideas that were mainly developed in

phonology (interactionism, selective spell-out) in syntactic quarters. Phase Theory is a headstone of current syntactic thinking and,

if taken seriously by phonologists, impacts the workings of the interface quite significantly on the phonological side as well.

Derivation by Phase
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Until the late 1990s, the debate on interactionism was confined to phonological quarters. The idea that concatenation and

interpretation are interspersed then entered the syntactic scene under different headings: spell-out-as-you-merge in Epstein, et al.

1998, Uriagereka’s 1999 multiple spell-out and derivation by phase as in Chomsky 2000. Frascarelli 2006 and Grohmann 2007

provide overviews. Quite surprisingly, it appears that the relevant syntactic literature does not make reference to the phonological

precedent. Chomsky’s (2000 and following) minimalist take is that the faculty of language has optimal design properties and

operates with economy principles. This means, among other things, that computational complexity is unwarranted. The bias against

computational complexity is assumed to have extra-linguistic causes (i.e., the restriction on the availability of active memory, an

expensive cognitive resource). In a linguistic derivation, then, a whole sentence is too big and too demanding computationally

speaking in order to be processed in one go. If sentences are built step by step, the burden imposed on active memory by the

computation of successive pieces is reduced. The interactionist come and go between syntax and LF/PF is a consequence of this

performance-based approach, which Chomsky first explicitly mentions in his minimalist inquiries (Chomsky 2000). Also note that

derivation by phase implements Halle and Vergnaud 1987 selective spell-out (cited under Halle and Vergnaud): only a subset of

nodes, phase heads, trigger interpretation. Interestingly, Chomsky’s active memory-based argumentation is a philosophical

about-turn: Chomsky has argued for almost fifty years that a theory of competence owes nothing to performance, and no

performance-based argument can impact the design of a theory of competence. But this is precisely what derivation by phase

does: it derives the architecture of grammar from the availability of active memory. Also recall from Halle and Vergnaud that

derivation by phase throws another SPE-based mantra overboard: the idea that all concatenation precedes all interpretation.

Chomsky, Noam. 2000. Minimalist inquiries: The framework, step by step. In Essays on minimalist syntax in honor of

Howard Lasnik. Edited by Roger Martin, David Michaels, and Juan Uriagereka, 89–155. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Advertises the result of the interactionist architecture and explicitly extends the invisibility of previously interpreted strings to

phonological computation: “If such ideas prove correct, we have a further sharpening of the choices made by FL [faculty of

language] within the range of design optimization: the selected conditions reduce computational burden for narrow syntax and

phonology”(p. 15).

Epstein, Samuel, E. M. Groat, R. Kawashima, and H. Kitahara. 1998. A derivational approach to syntactic relations. Oxford:

Oxford Univ. Press.

Chomsky’s original take on phasehood identifies CP and vP, maybe DP as phase heads. Since then, there is a broad trend toward

atomization: DP-internal phases, TP, Voice°, AspP, PP, etc. The vanishing point of this evolution is interpretation being triggered by

every application of Merge. This is the actual proposal of the earliest and most radical interactionist view in syntax exposed here.

Frascarelli, Mara. 2006. Phases and interpretation. In Phases of interpretation. Edited by Mara Frascarelli, 1–14. Berlin:

Mouton de Gruyter.

Echoes an effect of phase theory that is often put to its credit (i.e., the fact that it provides an elegant and more general way of

deriving the cyclic character of long distance movement): the labor that was done by Barriers (and bounding nodes, relativized

minimality) before is now afforded by phase impenetrability.

Grohmann, Kleanthes. 2007. Deriving dynamic interfaces. Linguistic Analysis 33.1–2: 3–19.

Grohmann has guest-edited two special issues of Linguistic Analysis devoted to Phase Theory (33.1–2 and 33.3–4), which

(besides several edited books) represent a result of the InterPhases conference that he organized in Nicosia in 2006. He provides a

historical introduction to the matter based on the transition from GB to minimalism.

Uriagereka, Juan. 1999. Multiple spell-out. In Working minimalism. Edited by Samuel Epstein and Norbert Hornstein,

251–282. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

The author motivates multiple spell-out (i.e., the come and go between syntax and interpretational devices) on economy-driven

minimalist grounds. He explains how the (radically) derivational perspective of an interactionist architecture is made possible by the

minimalist abandonment of the distinction between deep and surface structure: while there was no place for derivational

mechanisms in the representational GB times of the 1980s, the new perspective actually relates back to the more derivational
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1970s.

Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC)

Phase Impenetrability is the cognitive-economy-born no look-back device that complements selective spell-out (i.e., derivation by

phase). The economy of active memory supposes that morpho-syntactic computation is unburdened with the management of the

structure of previous phases: on each pass, only the material of the current phase is subject to morpho-syntactic computation. The

Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) transcribes this constraint on active memory (Chomsky 2001). Phase Impenetrability is thus

an old acquaintance but comes in a new guise: motivation from cognitive economy was completely absent in earlier incarnations of

no look-back devices, which were exclusively based on grammar-internal considerations.

Chomsky, Noam. 2001. Derivation by phase. In Ken Hale: A life in language. Edited by Michael Kenstowicz, 1–52.

Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Refers to the inertness of previous phases by saying that they are “frozen in place”(p. 6) or “forgotten”(p. 12) by later computation.

The formal expression of this inertness, the Phase Impenetrability Condition, is thus understood as a protection against the

overheat of active memory. Just as on the phonological side, there is ongoing debate in current syntax regarding the question what

exactly “frozen”means.

Intermodular Argumentation

The existence of a single and interactionist spell-out mechanism that relates the morpho-syntactic and the phonological derivation

puts pressure on both ends of the pipe. A situation is created where syntactic theories and analyses may have direct consequences

on the phonological side: Scheer 2008 notes that syntax can act as a referee for competing phonological theories, and vice versa.

A case in point is the Lexical Phonology claim that post-lexical phonology is non-cyclic (see Outside the Lexicon (Post-lexical

Phonology)). D’Alessandro and Scheer 2015 points out that in case phase theory is on the right track, this must be wrong, since

phase heads precisely trigger the piecemeal spell-out of chunks that are bigger than words. These are then submitted to

phonological computation in successive waves: that is, cyclically.

D’Alessandro, Roberta, and Tobias Scheer. 2015. Modular PIC. Linguistic Inquiry 46:593–624.

If chunk definition is managed procedurally also above the word level, and if phase theory has an independent motivation in syntax,

this article argues, the prosodic hierarchy is redundant and has to go. In exchange, phase theory needs to be more fine-grained in

order to describe phonologically relevant chunks.

Scheer, Tobias. 2008. Spell out your sister! In Proceedings of the 27th West Coast Conference on Formal Linguistics.

Edited by Natasha Abner and Jason Bishop, 379–387. Somerville, CA: Cascadilla.

In syntax, when an XP is spelled out, only its complement (the sister of the head) is interpreted (phase edge). Kaye 1995 (cited

under Modification-Inhibiting No Look-Back (Representational)) also requires the sister of an interpretation-triggering affix to be

spelled out (rather than its mother as elsewhere). This convergence pleads in disfavour of theories where something else than the

sister is spelled out.

Phase-Based Mapping (Prosodic Islands)

Constraint-based mapping in OT (see Constraint-Based Instead of Rule-Based Mapping) was impacted by and adapted to syntactic

phase theory. The idea is that chunks defined by the syntax as phases also grossly correspond to constituents of the Prosodic

Hierarchy (which are then called “prosodic islands,”as illustrated by Dobashi 2003 and Ishihara 2007). Kratzer and Selkirk 2007,

for example, hold that spell-out domains (CP and vP on their assumption, which follows Chomsky 2000 and its initial take)

correspond to major phrases on the phonological side. This is supposed to be a universal equivalence and the result of mapping;

language-specific variation in prosodic phrasing is then achieved not by the syntax-phonology mapping as before but by purely
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phonological “prosodic markedness constraints, which operate to produce surface prosodic structures that are more nearly

phonologically ideal”(Kratzer and Selkirk 2007). This is a significant departure from a Prosodic Phonology essential: in the original

theory, the great amount of language-specific variation in prosodic phrasing is implemented by mapping (see Indirect Reference

and Mapping), which now becomes universal and phase driven. Kratzer and Selkirk have language-specific variation done in the

phonology by a purely phonological mechanism. Also, prosodic islands are always exactly isomorphic with some morpho-

syntactically defined structure (spell-out domains). This overthrows another fundamental tenet of Prosodic Phonology,

non-isomorphism (see Non-Isomorphism) and therefore has provoked a reaction from representatives of orthodox Prosodic

Phonology: Cheng and Downing 2012 is a case in point. In this context, Selkirk 2011 undoes both departures from Prosodic

Phonology essentials: the Match theory she lays out returns to the edge-based logic (see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping),

leaving phase structure without discernible impact on mapping.

Cheng, Lisa, and Laura Downing. 2012. Prosodic domains do not match spell-out domains. McGill Working Papers in

Linguistics 22.1.

Cheng and Downing recall traditional arguments in favor of non-isomorphism (see Non-Isomorphism): based on Bantu data, the

article argues that all phonologically relevant domains cannot be described by current phase structure. In place of prosodic islands,

they propose alignment constraints that take the phase as an argument (e.g., ALIGN-L(PHASE, INTP) “align the left edge of a phase

with the left edge of an Intonational Phrase”).

Dobashi, Yoshihito. 2003. Phonological phrasing and syntactic derivation. PhD diss., Cornell Univ.

This PhD dissertation first explores the idea that the units sent to phonological interpretation by multiple spell-out correspond to

constituents of the prosodic hierarchy (although the heading prosodic island is not yet used).

Ishihara, Shinichiro. 2007. Major phrase, focus intonation, multiple spell-out. Linguistic Review 24:137–167.

Looks at the relationship between prosodic phrasing and semantic scope. Following the prosodic island track, he argues that focus

intonation is managed and represented independently of the mapping mechanism whereby units of the prosodic hierarchy are

created by spell-out.

Kratzer, Angelika and Elisabeth Selkirk. 2007. Phase theory and prosodic spellout: The case of verbs. Linguistic Review

24:93–135.

Proposes that “the highest phrase within the spellout domain is spelled out as a prosodic major phrase”(p. 106, emphasis in

original). The article thus follows edge-based mapping (see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping) where three prosodic constituents

are recognized: the major phrase (corresponding to X’’), the prosodic word (corresponding to X°), and an intermediate item called

minor phrase (corresponding to X’).

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 2011. The syntax-phonology interface. In The handbook of phonological theory. 2d ed. Edited by John

Goldsmith, Jason Riggle, and Alan C. L. Yu, 435–484. Oxford: Wiley-Blackwell.

Introduces Match theory, based on X-bar structure (like in edge-based mapping, see Relation- and Edge-Based Mapping): each

X-bar level has a constraint demanding a match with a prosodic constituent (“syntactic word”=ω, phrase=φ, clause=IP).

Non-isomorphism (see Non-Isomorphism) is produced by the interaction of Match with markedness constraints regading prosodic

constituency, and cross-linguistic variation is due to the interaction of all these mapping constraints.

Division of Labor Between Representational and Derivational Means of Influencing
Phonology

Given the existence of two channels that may be used by morpho-syntax to impact phonology, derivational and representational, an

obvious question to ask is about the division of labor: are they competing or complementary? In the latter case, what is the rationale
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of choosing one or the other for a given interface-related phenomenon? In the former case, will one of the two have to go? Lexical

phonology and prosodic phonology both emerged in the early 1980s and were thus contemporary. Two positions were taken: the

mainstream proposed a peaceful coexistence, as illustrated by Nespor and Vogel 1986 and Rubach and Booij 1984, but a few

voices such as Selkirk 1984 and Inkelas 1990 argued that there is no room for Lexical Phonology. The former position is largely

based on Lexical Phonology declaring itself incompetent for the area at and above word size: post-lexical phonology is held to be

non-cyclic (see Outside the Lexicon (Post-lexical Phonology)), which means that eventual syntactic divisions cannot impact

phonology in any way through the derivational channel. This division of labor (strings of morphemes are for derivational

management, strings of words for representational management) is made explicit by Hayes 1989 (cited under Nespor and Vogel),

p. 207 (and see Nespor and Vogel 1986). This view is incompatible with the modern minimalist incarnation of cyclic derivation,

Phase Theory and the PIC, which are syntactic in nature and hence concern pieces that are larger than words (see Intermodular

Argumentation). More recently, it was argued that prosodic constituency has to go because it is superfluous (non-isomorphism is a

domain-created illusion, see Non-Isomorphism) and diacritic (diacritics such as # or φ are incompatible with modular requirements,

see Direct Interface). Also, Direct Syntax approaches have been revived, which make any translation of morpho-syntactic structure

into phonological representational items superfluous (see Direct Syntax vs. Prosodic Phonology).

Inkelas, Sharon. 1990. Prosodic constituency in the lexicon. New York: Garland.

Extends prosodic constituency to the area below the word level (p. 33). Like their higher-level peers, the new prosodic constituents

are created by mapping rules, and there are as many layers below the word as there are lexical levels in Lexical Phonology.

Prosodic constituency can thus take over all labor done by Lexical Phonology, which is therefore superfluous.

Nespor, Marina, and Irene Vogel. 1986. Prosodic phonology. Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Foris.

Holds that LP makes reference to morphological information, while Prosodic Phonology operates with purely phonological rules.

But how do we decide whether a given rule makes such reference? Prefix-final nasal assimilation (i[m]-possible vs.

u[n]-predicatable) is a job for LP; however, this is only because somebody has decided that affix classes are not mapped onto

prosodic constituency.

Rubach, Jerzy, and Geert Booij. 1984. Morphological and prosodic domains in Lexical Phonology. Phonology Yearbook

1:1–27.

Argues for a radicalized version of Nespor and Vogel 1986 and its peaceful cohabitation: below the word level, phonological rules

make random reference to either morphological structure or prosodic constituency, and there is no principle that defines which

phenomena use one or the other strategy.

Selkirk, Elisabeth. 1984. Phonology and syntax: The relation between sound and structure. Cambridge, MA: MIT.

Raises the question of economy: Why is Lexical Phonology needed when Prosodic Phonology can do its job (pp. 412)? If the

Prosodic Hierarchy is the only candidate for syntactic influence, and if its scope can be extended to the level below the word, why

should there be an extra theory that deals with morphological impact?
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